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CURRENT TOPICS. 


FAR AS WE CAN LEARN the statements and suggestions 

h have appeared in print as to the decision of the Rule Com- 
mittee of Judges with reference to the scale of costs in actions, 
fe quite premature. 





Mz. Artuvr Suetty Eppts, Q.C., has accepted the post of 
ige of the Clerkenwell County Court (Circuit No. 41), in suc- 
sssion to Mr. Gornpon Wui1spreap. Mr. Eppis was called to 
he bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1845, and became a Queen’s Counsel 
h 1869. He has long been known as an able and accurate 
yer, and his personal qualities cannot fail to render him popular 

‘in his new post. 





| A SET OF CONSOLIDATED ORDERS in lunacy, made by the Lord 
@hancellor, with the advice and assistance of the Lords Justices 
‘of Appeal intrusted with the care of lunatics, has just been issued. 
Dne of these rules abolishes the post of registrar in lunacy as at 
present constituted, and transfers the existing staff to the masters’ 
ifice—?.e., the masters in lunacy—one of whom is henceforth to 
p, and to act as, registrar. Orders inlunacy are to be drawn up 
by one of the clerks in the masters’ office, but we presume that 
he registrars of the Chancery Division are, as heretofore, to pass 
nd enter orders made both in lunacy and in chancery. All 
fatters not opposed, which require to be brought before the 
adge (other than petitions under the Trustee Acts) are to be 
ought before him out of court, but the judge may order any 
uch matters to be adjourned into court, or, if he shall think it 
ecessary, to be brought before him on petition. As to chan- 
ery lunatics the orders carry out the provisions of the Lunacy 
legulation Amendment Act, 1882, as to their being visited twice 
each year, or if in private houses, four times in each year during 
the two years next following the date of inquisition. The new 
mders came into operation on the 1st of February. 





Tuer PresiveEnt of the Incorporated Law Society, at the meet- 
ing on Wednesday, while intimating that the council, “ being a 
merous body, not always agreeing’on all points,’ had decided 

to offer any advice to their members with reference to the 
muneration Order, announced a discovery which had been 
le by them. “It had been confidently asserted,” he said, 
in some of the leading articles and correspondence of the 
gal journals, that the effect of the Order would be, not 
mly to disentitle solicitors, where a commission was paid 
¢ the client to an auctioneer, to the negotiation fee (which 
admitted), but also to disentitle them from making 

By charges for the business done, and not in terms included 

ithin the conveyancing items of the scale. That was not the 

taken of the matter by the committee of the council,” who 

id, by a majority, come to an opposite conclusion, Mr. 

VOLSTENHOLME and Mr. A. L. Smiru had also advised “ that all 

ges which were outside what was defined in the conveyancing 
as included in the business to be done were charges which 
bre to be paid for under the Second Schedule of the Order.” 
Yow, before we consider the grounds for this opinion, let us see 
hat is the practical result if it is well founded. In the first place, 
: London solicitor, in the case supposed, cannot charge for the 
sparation of the contract in the case of a sale by private con- 
et, nor for the preparation of the conditions of sale in the case 
® sale by auction, for these responsible duties are expressly 
ded in the scale charge for deducing title and perusing and 
conyeyance. If the London solicitor, in the case 
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supposed, negotiates a sale by private contract, what will be the 
fee he will be entitled to charge his client “under the present 
system as altered by Schedule II.”? Take the case of a sale for 
£5,000, what will be the substituted charge afforded tothe London 
solicitor in place of the negotiating fee of £40 afforded to his 
Liverpool brother? Perhaps two or three attendances at 
ten shillings each and two or three letters. And in case of a sale 
by auction producing £5,000, what will be the substitute for the 
additional fee of £25 earned by the Liverpool solicitor for con- 
ducting the sale by auction? Any London solicitor can answer 
this questioa for himself. Probably two guineas will represent 
the average fee for attending at the Mart. It will therefore be 
seen that even if the view of the council is correct, the result 
will be only to afford a trifling remuneration, and very slightly 
to lessen the disproportion in the remuneration which is provided 
for the London and the Liverpool solicitor respectively. 

But is the view of the council correct? This depends on the 
construction of rule 2. This rule provides that “the remunera- 
tion of a solicitor in respect of business connected with sales . . . 
is to be regulated as follows, namely :—in respect of sales com- 
pleted, the remuneration of the solicitor having the conduct of 
the business for the vendor is to be that prescribed in Part I. of 
Schedule I. to this Order, and to be subject to the regulations 
therein contained.” The effect of this provision we have always 
taken to be that, in respect of sales completed, the remunera- 
tion of the solicitor is to be that prescribed in Part I. of Schedule 
I. What, otherwise, can be the meaning of the words at the 
commencement of the rule which we have placed in italics ? 
Rule 2 (c) provides that “in respect of settlements, &c., not pro- 
vided for hereinbefore, and in respect of all other deeds 
and documents and of all other business, the remuneration for 
which is not hereinbefore or in Schedule I. hereto preseribed, the 
remuneration is to be regulated according to the present system 
as altered by Schedule II. hereto.” With deference to the 
majority of the committee of council and their advisers, it seems 
difficult to say that “‘ the remuneration of a solicitor in respect of 
business connected with sales’ is not prescribed by the first part 
of rule 2, and, if so, the latter: part (rule 2 (c) ) has no application. 
We shall probably have a decision on the point before long. But 
whatever this decision may be, will not the reflection of most 
practitioners be, why did not the council, when the Order was 
before them in draft, insert a-few words in rule 11 of Schedule 
I. so as to make the matter clear ? 





Nort MANY YEARS Ago the late Mr. Watney, in the trea- 
tise on Mortgages prefixed to the 2nd volume of Davidson’s 
Conveyancing (8rd ed., vol. 2, p. 644), said that it was “ obvious 
that the right of distress incidental to the tenancy created by an 
attornment clause in a mortgage might be exercised without 
incurring the liabilities of a mo e in possession”; and 
this certainly expressed the general opinion of the profession. 
As Vice-Chancellor Bacon, sitting as Chief Judge, said in Ex 
parte Jackson, In re Bowes (29 W. R. 258, L. R. 14 Ch. D. 725, 
739), * Attornment clauses have been very long in use in mort- 
gage deeds. The first, and, perhaps, the most important, motive 
which induces mortgagees to take them is this—they avoid the 
inconvenience which attends their going into possession as mort- 
gagees, whereby the mo liable for all that he 
might have received but for his wilful neglect or default.’”’ But 
in In re Stockton Iron Furnace Company (27 W. R. 433, L. R. 10 
Ch. D. 335), Lord Justice James spoke of the attornment clause 
as ‘an arrangement which gave [the mortgagees ] the nights, and 
only the rights, of landlords, and made them subject to all the lia- 
bilities of mortgagees in possession. An actual lease being created 
with a reservation of rent, the bankers were as much in 
possession, for all purposes of taking the account of what was due 
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on the mortgage, as if they had granted the lease to some new 
lessee and had given notice to that lessee to pay the rent to them.” 
In the same case, Lord Justice BRAMWELL said that “ one of 
the consequences would be this—to give a second mortgagee a 
right to charge them with the rent they might have received.” 
And, to the surprise of most conveyancers, the learned MasTER of 
the Rots, who understands better than many judges the incon- 
veniences attending the upsetting of “ the general understanding 
of the profession”’ to gratify the cravings of strict legal logic, 
adopted the view of the Lords Justices in his judgment in Ex parte 
Punnett, Inre Kitchen (29 W.R. 129, L. R. 16 Ch. D. 226, 235). 
We ventured, as soon as this was reported, to utter a remonstrance, 
which was reinforced by a letter from an eminent conveyancer. 
In Ex e Harrison, In re Betis (30 W. R. 38, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 
127, 135), Lord Sxxrzornex, in answer to counsel who quoted 
the above dicta of the Court of Appeal, explained them as 
follows :—‘‘ That is to say, as between himself and a subsequent 


mortgagee, the mortgagee would be treated as in possession of the | p 


property; you could not say he was in that possession as regards 
the mortgagor.” In all the cases before the Court of Appeal the 
mortgagee had availed himself of the attornment clause to levy a 
distress, and the question for decision arose under that distress. 
In a case of Stanley v. Grundy, before Vice-Chancellor Bacon 
last week, which we report elsewhere, nothing had been done 
under the attornment clause, and his lordship held that, as that 
was the case, the mortgagee was not liable to account on the 
footing of a mortgagee in possession as against a second mort- 
gagee or the owner of the equity of redemption. His lordship 
remarked: “To say that every mortgagee who has an attornment 
clause in his mortgage is a mortgagee in possession is a statement 
I cannot at all follow. It is said that because there is 
such a clause, although possession has not been taken under it, 
therefore by law the relation of mortgagee in possession is formed 
without anything more being done. At all events, I wiil not be 
the first judge to say so.” 





Ir 1s stavEp that a public subscription has defrayed the costs of 
Mr. Pocock, the Newbury innkeeper, who was indicted at the 
last Oxford assizes for refusing to take in his guests at two o’clock 
in the morning, and whom Mr. Baron Hupp1Eston ordered to 
enter into his recognizances to come up for judgment when called 
upon. That it is an indictable offence for an innkeeper to refuse 
to receive travellers is clear beyond doubt, as may be seen from the 
very full report of 2. v. Ivens (7 C. & P. 214), in which the 
landlord of the Bell Inn, at Chepstow, was fined twenty shillings 
for refusing to admit a solicitor’s clerk at a few minutes before 
twelve on a Sunday night. Some distinction might, perhaps, be 
drawn between the refusal to admit a traveller upon his first 
appearance at a late hour, and the refusal to admit him at a late 
hour after his appearance and retainer of rooms at an earlier one ; 
for when he has once retained rooms it might perhaps be said that 
he is no longer a traveller in the proper sense of the term, with 
reference to the old case of R. v. Luellin (12 Mod. Rep. 445), in 
which an indictment was quashed because it did not appear there- 
from that the rejected guest was a traveller. The proper form of 
indictment is given in a note to R. v. Ivens. It is curious to 
observe that the learned Criminal Code Commissioners seem to be 
of the opinion of the people of Newbury, for, as appears by the 
memorandum presented to the House of Commons in 1879, it was 
proposed by section 5 of the Criminal Code Offences Bill of that 
year, in directing that no offender should be proceeded against at 
common law, to do away with (inter alia) “ the offence of refus- 
ing to receive a guest at an inn.” It may, perhaps, be doubted 
whether this alteration of the law would be generally approved of, 
although we observe that section 5 passed unaltered through the 
committee on the Criminal Code Bill. It may be noticed that a 
kind of partial dispensation from the law may be obtained by 
i under the “six-day” and “early-closing” licences 

le at their request under the Licensing Act, 1872, s. 49, 
and the Licensing Act, 1874, s. 7, the provisions of which enforce 
a Sunday and an earlier closing as therein mentioned, but omit to 
Poiding 2 as they surely ought to have done, that the innkeeper 
rs such licences should give public notification of his exemp- 





THE GROWING FREQUENCY of the production of “ informers” 
as witnesses in Ireland will, no doubt, direct the attention of 
lawyers to the legal value of the evidence of such persons, and 
it will be found that considerable anomalies exist in connection 
with the subject. ‘The state of the law as to the corroboration 
of accomplices,” it is observed in the 8th edition of Roscoe on 
the Law of Evidence in Criminal Cases, “is somewhat sags 
It has been repeatedly laid down that a conviction on the testi- 
mony of an uncorroborated accomplice is legal. The point was 
considered by the twelve judges, and so decided in R. v. Attwood 
(1 Lea, 464), . . and the rule has so been acknowledged by 
the Court of Criminal Appeal in R. v. Stubbs (25 L. J. M. C. 16), 
But while the law is thus fully established, the practice of judges 
is almost invariably to advise juries not to convict upon the 
evidence of an accomplice who is uncorroborated, and sometimes 
judges, where the testimony of an accomplice is the only 
evidence, take it upon themselves to direct an acquittal of the 
risoner. . . Thus the law remains in that anomalous state 
in which the bare existence of a principle is acknowledged, but 
that principle is constantly disapproved of, and frequent 
violated. As the law now stands, it is universally agreed by all 
the authorities that if the accomplices were uncorroborated, a 
judge would be wrong who did not advise the jury not to con- 
vict, whereas the Court of Criminal Appeal would be bound to 
pronounce an opinion that a judge who did not so advise them 
was right.” It is satisfactory to notice that all doubt would be 
removed by the 421st section of the Criminal Code Indictable 
Offences Bill, which provides that ‘no person shall be convicted 
of any offence against this code upon the evidence of any accom- 
plice or accessory, unless such evidence be corroborated in some 
material particular to the satisfaction of the jury by whom the 
accused is tried.’” 


WE Are 1NFoRMED that on Thursday last, upon a motion to 
restrain the sale of goods seized under a bill of sale given as 
security for the payment of money, the question was argued 
whether section 8 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, is retrospective, 
so as to invalidate, as against the grantor, an unregistered bill of 
sale given on October 5, 1882. The section referred to provides 
that “ Every bill of sale shall be duly attested and shall be regis- 
tered within seven clear days after the execution thereof, . . . 
otherwise such bill of sale shall be void in respect of the person 
chattels comprised therein.” Mr. Justice Fry held that the 
section was not retrospective, on the ground that the word “ shall” 
had reference only ‘to bills of sale executed after the coming 
into operation of the Act of 1882. 





THE PRACTICE complained of by a correspondent of requiring 
from applicants for the drawing up of ‘“ money-orders” at the 
Chancery Registrar’s Office, a certificate of the fund dated on the 
same day as the order, before taking in the papers, is, no doubt, 
objectionable as causing delay. We do not believe that the prac- 
tice is universal in the office, but it is clear that, where it does 
prevail, it might be varied with advantage. A certificate dated 
shortly before the order would serve as a temporary expedient for 
drafting the order, and, in some cases, this certificate might be 
afterwards corrected up to date. In other cases, however, a new 
certificate would have to be afterwards obtained to show the state 
of the fund on the exact date of the order. 








Mr. Felix John de Hamel, who for some thirty years filled the office of 
solicitor to the Customs Board, and who bas lately resigned the post of President 
of the Customs Benevolent Fund, has been presented with an address, 

by many of the leading firms of the City of London, and indorsed by 
the Liverpool Chamber of Commerce, in which cordial testimony is boroe 
to the services rendered bv bim to the public and the mercantile commuoity 
in his official capacity. Mr. de Hamel had a principal share in the co: 

tion of the Customs laws in 1854, and was instrumental in abolishing macy 
of the vexatious forms which trammelled the travsactions of merchants with the 
departments of which he was the chief law officer, notably by the substitation 
of general for special removal bonds. As director of the bill of entry he sit 
rendered valuable services to the commercial body, of which they now expres 


their grateful appreciation. 
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place in the “ air”’—for instance, a market under cover or 
such like public place would come within it. The word “ 4 


THE INTERPRETATION OF PENAL 
: STATUTES. 


A pectston has recently been given in the Queen’s Bench Divi~ 
sion which appears to us to exemplify a tendency on the part o 
modern judges to which we called attention some time ago while 
discussing a series of decisions on the question what constitutes a 
place used for betting within the meaning of the statute for the 
suppression of betting-houses. We mean the tendency to stretch 
the words of a penal statute by applying a too strictly logical or 
etymological construction of the words in order to include mis- 
chiefs supposed to come within the general scope of its provisions. 
We regard this tendency as contrary to the sound and ancient 


eer that a penal statute must be construed strictly, and 
though in partivulay oases it may do littte harm, if appears to us 
to be dangerous in its general effect. 

The Vagrant Acts Amendment Act, 1878 (36 & 37 Vict. c. 38), 
s. 3, imposes a penalty on “every person playing or betting by 
way of wagering or gaming in any street, road, highway, or other 
open and public place, or in any open place to which the public 
have, or are permitted to have, access, at or with any coin, card, 
&e., used as an instrument or means of such wagering or gaming 
at any game, or gong game, of chance.” It was held in 
Langrish v. Archer (31 W. R. 183, L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 44), that 
a railway carriage, while travelling on its journey, is “an open 
place to which the public have, or are permitted to have, access” 
within the meaning of the above-mentioned section. 

This decision does seem to us to be a considerable straining of 
the words used. We cannot think that the words in their 
ordinary sense, taken in connection with the context, are an 
appropriate description of a railway carriage. This mode of in- 
interpretation is, as it seems to us, dangerously sweeping. It 
comes to this: if in any abstract logical sense of the words used 
they are capable of the suggested construction, and the suggested 
construction applies to a mischief of the nature aimed at by the sec- 
tion, the court is to hold the case to be within the section. The true 
rule primarily seems to us to be to consider whether the words used, 
according to their natural general use, are an appropriate descrip- 
tion of the thing in question ; if so, it is the reasonable conclusion 
that the Legislature contemplated such a thing; if not, it seems 
to us probable that they did not. The function of the court is to 
determine what the Legislature did mean, not what they ought to 
have meant. 

There was once a local board at a seaside place that made bye- 
laws for the regulation of bathing machines. The bye-laws thus 
made were doubtless very necessary and proper, but it was sub- 
sequently suggested that there was no legal power to make them. 
On this knotty point being submitted to the department then 
exercising supervision over local boards, one of the officers of the 
department (a very able man, but not a lawyer) suggested that 
there was a section giving local boards power to make bye- 
laws regulating hackney carriages, and that, as a bathing machine 
was a carriage, and the etymological signification of “ hackney ’”’ 
appeared to mean a carriage plying for hire, by a reasonably 
liberal construction “ hackney carriage” might be held to include 
“bathing machine.” We do not say that the decision of the 
Queen’s Bench Division can, for daring ingenuity, be put on a 
level with this suggestion, but it seems to us that this suggestion 
is an illustration of the tendency to stretch ordinary words by the 
application of logical and etymological tests. 

e court in their sage seem to deal principally with the 
contention of the respondent that a place could not be “ open” 
to the public if access could only be obtained on payment of 
money; and having demolished that contention, they seem to 
have come to the conclusion that there was no other difficulty in the 
way. But it seems to us that, taking into consideration the other 
words used—viz., “ street, road, highway, or other open and public 

ce”—and applying the well-known “ ejusdem is” doctrine, 
the construction applied by the court to the words, “any open 
é to which the public He or are permitted to have access,” 
%8 a most doubtful one. It does not seem to us that the case 
Recessarily turned on the question whether the access was 


f| whatever terms. Having 


appears in this sense to be really opposed to “closed” (eleated) 
in the legal sense of the term, but it is contended that it is meant 
to include places to which the public are de facto admitted upon 

regard to the preceding words, this 
seems open to doubt ; it may well have been thought that, where 
access was not gratuitous, it might be left to the ietors to 
enforce such regulations against gaming as they ht think 
proper. But even sabdatag’ that the words will inclnde’ places to 
which the access is not gratuitous, such as the ical Gardens, 
does it follow that the words include all such however 
they may differ in character from a street, road, or highway? 
We very much doubt it. 

Moreover, we doubt whether there was not some confusion in 
the reasoning of the court on Cis point. The Lord ye Justice 
says, ** The com cannot exclude any person from carriage 
while there is pees he is ready to pay his fare. When this 
condition is complied with, the public have access to the i 
in the same way as they have to a highway.” All depends here 
on the sense in which the words “cannot exclude” are used. 
The company may be bound to carry. The public may have a 
right to be carried on tendering the fare, in the sense that they 
may have a remedy for refusal to carry. It by no means follows 
from this that they have a right to enter a railway carriage against 
the will of the company. If they have, a person may force his 
way into a railway carriage, using such violence as is necessary to 
overcome the resistance of the company’s servants. This, surely, 
cannot be so. If not, the reasoning fails to show that the word 
“‘open”’ is appropriate to describe a place from which the com- 
pany have a right in one sense to exclude a person whether he is 
ready to pay for his fare or not. The distinction is a substantial 
one. There is a difference between a right that lies in 
contract and a right by way of estate or easement, or other mght 
affecting property im specie. 

The results of the decision are really very sweeping. Ifa 
family party occupy the whole carriage, and play whist for three- 


penny points to while away the tedium of a journey, ac- 
cording to the decision they are all “ rogues and ” and 
may be punished by imprisonment, and, if previously convicted of 


the same offence, they will be “ incorrigible ” and 
apparently be punished by a year’s ent hii at 
males, by whipping. It is obviously immaterial that the 
persons occupying a railway carriage all form one: party if 
the carriage answers to the description of an open to 
which the public have access. It seems to us that the 
of the penalty which may be inflicted goes far to show 
case of a railway carriage was not present to the minds of 
Legislature, and that the objeet of the statute was to suppress 
gambling in public places, such as streets, roads, or other open 
places. The additional words were added, we should suppose, to 
include places that are substantially open and public, though there 
may not technically be a public right over them—for instance, 
places such as Hyde-park. Such a place is really ejusdem generis 
with what has gone before. But a railway carriage, which is 
moveable property, in the charge and under the control of the com- 
pany, does not seem to us to be at all analogous to the 
places before mentioned. Some restriction must be placed even 
upon the preceding words. Could it be contended that persons 
playing at cards for money in a private carriage driving ~~ 
road are going on a highway within the Act? Surely not. . Thai 
consideration seems to us to show the purview of the Act and its 
limitations most strongly. The object is not to suppress 
generally, but to suppress gaming in open 

that is, in places to which there is general and promiscuous access 
of the public. We cannot help doubting whether a railway 
carriage comes within this kind of description. It is not.a place 
to which the public have access in that unlimited sense. indi- 
vidual members of the public who contract for carnage 

no doubt, are allowed access to the carriage, but only those. Can 
a carriage travelling on the railway, all the seats being full, be 
then called a _ to which the public are permitted to have 
access? We take it that the carriages are subject to the general 
control of the company’s servants responsible for the management 
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— or otherwise. That may not be the test. It probably 
correct to say that the word “open” cannot be confined to a 








of the train, and that the access permitted to persons is not really 
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analogous to the indefinite, unlimited public user, such as that of 
a public park, which we believe to be contemplated by the 
section. We by no means say that it would not, perhaps, be 
desirable to forbid gambling in railway carriages or public con- 
veyances of any description, but it would be easy to do so in 
express terms if the Legislature thought it right to do so. 








THE USUAL UNDERTAKING AS TO 
DAMAGES. 


No phrase has been in recent times more frequently used in the 
Chancery courts than, “the plaintiff giving the usual undertaking 
as to damages.” It formed the almest invariable prelude to an 
interlocutory injunction ; its terms were stereotyped into a common 
form, and it was supposed that the rights which it conferred had 
been definitely settled. The Court of Appeal, however, in a case 
of Smith v. Day (31 W. R. 187, L. R. 21 Ch. D. 421), have 
_ recently considered the scope and meaning of this undertaking, 
and the different opinions expressed by two eminent members of 
the court have introduced an element of uncertainty as to the 
cases in which the undertaking should be enforced which is worthy 
of the most careful examination. 

Before passing to the detailed consideration of Smith v. Day it 
may be well briefly to recall the history and meaning of this 
undertaking. It was, according to the Master of the Rolls, in- 
vented by Lord Justice Knight Bruce when Vice-Chancellor ; and 
that learned judge himself, in Chappell v. Davidson (8 D. M. 
& G. 1), decided in 1856, refers to it as a practice universally pre- 
vailing for “the last twelve or thirteen years.” Originally 
required only on ex parte applications, it was soon extended to all 
interlocutory orders; and when Lord Cairns’ Act enabled the 
Court of Chancery to decide questions of fact, and to give damages 
to the plaintiff, it was laid down (Zuck v. Silver, John. 218), that 
the court should be more strict than before in requiring the plain- 
tiff, as a condition precedent to obtaining an interim injunction, to 
abide by any order it might make as to damages. The reason of 
this was, that the plaintiff and the defendant might be placed on 
terms of perfect equality in the determination of the legal issue. 
Where an injunction was granted in aid of a legal right—as, for 
example, in the case of a patent or copyright—it was usual to re- 
quire the plaintiff, besides giving an undertaking as to damages, to 
bring an action at law to establish his title within a limited period 
(Ingram v. Stiff, 5 Jur. N. 8. 947); and if the plaintiff failed at 
law an inquiry as to damages was directed upon the undertaking. 
Now that the legal right is determined by the same court which 
applies the equitable remedy, the same principle ought to govern 
the plaintiff’s liability to damages ; and a defendant, successful at 
the hearing on matter of law, ought to be compensated, as he 
formerly was when the plaintiff failed to establish a legal title. 
Of this we shall have more to say presently. 

The terms in which the undertaking is couched are as follows: 
—* The plaintiff by his counsel undertaking to abide by any order 
which the court may make as to damages, in case this court should 
hereafter be of opinion that the defendant shall have sustained 

any, by reason of this order, which the plaintiff ought to pay.” It 
is important to observe that this constitutes a compact with the 
court and not with the defendant, and that it is unrestricted by 
any qualification. In fact, as was said in M v. Harrison (9 

. R. 849, 3 D. F. & J. 287), the plaintiff “ puts himself in the 
power of the court, not merely in the suit, but absolutely”’; and, 
accordingly, in that case it was held that there was jurisdiction to 
enforce the undertaking after the bill had been dismissed. In 
Newcomen v. Coulson (26 W. R. 350, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 764), it was 
similarly decided that the power of the court to direct an inquiry 
as to damages survived the discontinuance of the action. 

Having said thus much of the origin and meaning of the 
undertaking, we may proceed to consider the difficult question 
which has been raised by the case of Smith vy. Day. For the 

it purpose it is sufficient to give the following outline of the 

:—It was an action to restrain an alleged interference with 

the access of light and air to the plaintiff's premises, in which 
the court of first instance granted, on the usual terms, an inter- 
loeutory injunction; but this injunction was subsequently dis- 


solved by the Court of Appeal. The defendant, however, had, as 
he alleged, lost, in consequence of the injunction, the oppor- 
tunity of letting his premises in an advantageous manner. The 
action was finally (June 21, 1881) dismissed with costs by the 
Court of Appeal, on the ground that the plaintiff had failed to 
prove his title to the premises in respect of which he sued. No 
application was made by the defendant for an inquiry as to 
damages until the 17th of March, 1882, and this delay of nearly 
nine months was held to be fatal to his claim. The court was 
also adverse to the defendant’s claim on the ground of remoteness 
of damage. A third jon arose in the case—viz., whether 
the injunction having been granted through the mistake of the 
judge, and not through the default of the plaintiff, an inquiry 
should be directed; but, as either of the first two reasons was 
sufficient to dispose of the case, the remarks of the judges on 
the remaining question were extra-judicial, and must be taken as 
expressing their individual opinions, and not the judgment of the 
court. It will be seen that the Master of the Rolls and Lord 
Justice Cotton differed as to the circumstances under which the 
undertaking ought to be enforced, while Lord Justice Brett 
abstained from giving any opinion on the disputed point. Until 
the law on the subject shall have been settled by some authorita- 
tive decision, it is presumed that the two former judges will give 
effect to the opposite views which they hold; and thus the rights 
of litigants must, for a time, depend on the constitution of the 
court before which the claim happens to be brought. 

The Master of the Rolls was of opinion that “the undertaking 
was not intended to apply where the injunction was wrongly 
granted, as, for instance, if the judge was wrong in his law.” 
Cotton, L.J., on the other hand, in the course of his judgment 
made use of the following expressions:—‘The Master of the 
Rolls has gone into the history of undertakings as to damages on 
the granting of interlocutory injunctions, and has limited their 
operation in a way with which I am not at present disposed to 
agree. His lordship has laid down that no damages can be given 
under them unless there has been some default on the part of the 
party obtaining the injunction, so that there would be no remedy 
when the party obtaining the injunction ultimately turned out to 
have no title, unless he had been guilty of some misrepresenta- 
tion or suppression.” In support of his view the Lord Justice 
referred to Novello v. James (5 D. M. & G. 876), where Lords 
Justices Knight Bruce and Turner granted an inquiry, although 
the injunction had been dissolved upon a point of law. Turner, 
L.J., in his judgment, said, “ The plaintiff sued upon a title at the 
time doubtful, there being conflicting decisions upon it by the 
superior courts of law, and, therefore, it was that in granting the 
injunction the court required from the plaintiff this undertaking ; 
and the result having ultimately turned out unfavourable to the 
plaintiff, by the decision of the House of Lords against such a 
title, it seems to follow that it is the duty of the court to enforce 
the undertaking.” According to the Master of the Rolls the 
* point was missed ” in this case, and it is clear that, theoretically 
at least, a legal title can never be ‘‘ doubtful,” whether there are 
conflicting decisions or not, the court being bound to adopt the 
right and reject the erroneous decision, but it is quite possible, 
and is indeed implied in Lord Justice Turner’s judgment, that 
the pending appeal to the House of Lords was matter of notoriety, 
and that the court intended in this case to provide for the 
result which actually happened. In Newby v. Harrison, already 
referred to, an inquiry was directed where an injunction had been 
granted restraining the defendant from removing ice from a canal, 
and it afterwards transpired that the plaintiff had no exclusive 
right to the ice, although the defendants were mere trespassers. 
Graham v. Campbell (L. R. 7 Ch. D. 490) seems also in favour of 
the wider construction given to the undertaking by Lord Justice 
Cotton. This was an action for specific performance of an alleged 
contract for the sale of a reversionary interest in stock, and for an 
injunction to restrain the completion of a contract for the same 
purpose in derogation of the plaintiff's rights> An interim injunc- 
tion having been granted, it was subsequently held that the commu- 
nications which the plaintiff relied on as constituting the agreement 
did not amount to a contract, there being no offer of either party 
accepted by the other. Here, therefore, was a miscarriage ari 
solely from the mistake of the judge in construing an at] 
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|agreement; yet the Court of Appeal held that the 
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have been entitled to an inquiry but for the fact that the only 
possible damage suffered by the defendant was delay in the receipt 
of his purchase-money, for which he was compensated by payment 
of interest. The following remarks of James, L.J., are ex- 
tremely important:—‘“The undertaking as to damages which 
ought a be given on every interlocutory injunction is one to 
which (unless under special circumstances) effect ought to be given. 
If any damage has been occasioned by an interlocutory injunction 
which, on the hearing, is found to have been Srongly asked Sor, 
‘ustice requires that such damage should fall e _voluntary 
litigant who fails, not on the litigant who has, without just cause, 
been made so.” 

This, we submit, is the ar ground on which to rest the doc- 
trine as to ‘undertakings. f the—plaintiff asks for and obtains 
what he is not entitled ." he a eo be precluded from 
afterwards screening himself from liability by saying :—“I 
concealed nothing, I culibepevedated nothing. The court, 
erroneously no doubt, thought that my title was good; and it is, 
therefore, through the fault of the court that the defendant has 
been damnified.” Such reasoning does not commend itself to our 
minds as consonant with first principles of equity. The plaintiff 
sets the court in motion, and upon him, rather than upon the 
involuntary defendant, should fall the consequences of doing so. 
Closely analogous is the position of a oe in the case of a 
successful appeal.” According to the modern practice (see Memo- 
randum, L. it 1 Ch. D. 41) he has in general to pay the costs of 
the successful Aepelian and is, to that extent, “muléted — for the 
mening « ae in the court below. "There ig no reason 
why a plaintiff who obtains an injunction, and is afterwards 
decided fo have been in the wrong, should not pay for the damage 
thereby occasioned to the defendant (per James, L.J., in The 
Leign Valley Railway Company v. Southwood, 19 W. R. ”690). 

here is one large class of cases in which the undertaking cannot 
be limited in the manner suggested by the Master of the Rolls— 
namely, where the court postpones to the hearing its decision on 
the merits. From one passage in his judgment, indeed, it would 
seem that he intended to exclude such cases from the operation of 
his rule; but the granting of an injunction is a virtual decision in 
favour of the plaintiff, and if it is afterwards decided that no in- 
junction ought to have been granted, it is difficult to distinguish 
the case from one in which an erroneous decision was actually 
pronounced. It is quite clear that in many cases the judges who 
granted injunctions, with the usual undertaking from the plaintiff, 
reserving at the same time the decision of the questions until the 
hearing of the cause, considered that in doing so they protected 
the defendant from the consequences of the injunction. Thus, 
Kindersley, V.C., in Wakefield v. Duke of Buccleugh (i3 W. R. 
856), remarked that the undertaking assisted the judge in with- 
holding the expression of his opinion till the hearing ; and the 
following cases furnish illustrations of the same inciple : _ 
Worms v. Smith (18 W. R. 91), De Mattos v. Gibson (5 Jur. 
N. 8. 347), Hlwes v. Payne (L. R. 12 Ch. D. 468). 

Although the preservation of the séatus quo is the main object 
of injunctions in aid of legal rights, yet it is impossible in many 
cases either to grant or to withhold an injunction without inflict- 
ing serious damage on one party or the other. The undertaking 
is an instrument placed in the hands of the court, whereby it can 
equitably adjust the incidence of this burden, and we should 
regret to see any restrictions imposed on the exercise of this dis- 
cretionary power. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


CHANCERY PAYMASTERS’ ORDERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The practice at the registrars’ office in declining to accept 
papers for a “money order” without a certificate of the fund dated on 
the same day as, or shortly before, the order, is, I think, an unnecessary 
obstruction to business, and might be varied with advantage and satis- 
faction to the profession. The effect is to delay the drawing up of the 
Order for three or four days. In general, I think that the draft order 
could be put into sufficient form without the aid of the certificate, and 
by the time the draft has been pre and the appointment to settle 
bas arrived, the actual figures could be effectually dealt with. In com- 





plicated accounts, paste it is doubtless desivable. to await oe 
certificate. 
The only other alternative is to bespeak the certificate four daye be 
the order is made, which, irrespective of the then uncertainty 
day of hearing, necessitates the subsequent delay of diag whe sak 
the certificate corrected to date, and this course has the advantage, in 
at te ee ate ee ends i Ce Sat a ee 
be considered satisfactory. Gao. F. Haruawax. 
8, Old Jewry, E.C., January 24. 





THE ROYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Tastes may allowably differ as to thé “ artistic merit” of the New 
Law Courts, but opinion must be unanimous as to the ingenuity of their 
plan, in one important particular at least. 

Among matters of detail, nothing was more acceptable in 
than the promised separation of the workefts from the mete t- 
seers. 

The arrangement adopted for this purpose is better understood by a 
glance at your excellent plan than by poring over any quantity 
letterpress. It a great genius indeed, for nothing so exquisi 
has been devised since the famous contrivance attributed to Sir Isaac 
Newton. The result is scarcely, if at all, exaggerated by our friend 
Punch. 

The explanation of this feat which most readily oceurs to a common 
apprehension—viz., that it is a massive practical joke—may lead us 
perhaps to attribute it less to the architect than to the eminent Liberal 
statesman who “ modified ”’ his plans, and who was noted for his fine 
vein of humour. 

Those learned gentlemen of the inner bar whose appreciative comments 
on the result have been reported in the papers, will, without doubt, feel 
it a privilege to subscribe handsomely to the memorial statue of the 
inventor. Or, if the idea seems too brilliant to be paps) to a single 
brain, by all means let there be a joint statue. A Pumrme. 


ea 





LEASES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—Could you induce the writer of the recent articles on this subject 
to give us a sketch of what he wonld consider a reasonable lease of a 
small country house, fair as between landlord and tenant ? 

Lessees’ advisers have much trouble given to them in settling leases, 
caused probably from the fact that most of the drafts are copied from 
the printed forms which seem to have been prepared in the landlord’s 
interest. I find that generally lessees object to insure and to do i 
caused by fire, and outside repairs, and require that the rent shall be 
suspended in case of damage by fire, or occasionally other causes. 
Would the writer of the articles consider it unreasonable in a tenant to 
ask that his liability to pay rent or repair should not apply to the case 
of the house being “‘ from any cause not occasioned or contributed to by 
the wilful neglect or default of the tenant, his executors, &c., or any 
member of his or their family, destroyed or reasonably unfit for comfort- 
able habitation,” and that a power be given him to put an end to the 
lease if the defects are not remedied within six months ? 

I had occasion some time ago to consider some of the variations intro- 
duced into leases, and the notes I made at tle time, a copy of which is 
given below, may be of some assistance to your readers. 


Exceptions From Reparmmxe Covenanr. 


1, Fire, storm, or tempest, or other inevitable aceident :—5 Dav., part 
1, 2nd ed., 249, 251; 1 Key & Elph. 36; Saner v. Bilfon (26 W. RB. 
394). 

2. Fire or other inevitable accident :—4 Byth., 2nd ed., 459; Wilkin- 
son’s Conv., 2nd ed., 108, 112. 

3. Fire, tempest, or external explosion :—Woodfall, Lith ed., 836. 

4, Natural decay, fire, or tempest :—1 Key & Elph. 574. 

5. Fire, flood, storm, or tempest:—1 Hughes Conv. Pree., 2nd ed., 
432, 439, 452, 471, 496. 

6. Fire, storm, or tempest:—2 Crabb’s Conv., 4th ed., $40, 844; 1 
Key & Elph. 570. 

- Casualties by fire, demolition by storm or of the 
or y* part thereof, or destruction by mo tent lenis © 
Tibbett (L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 560). 

8. Casualties by fire which may happen to the said capital messuage 
and buildings hereby demised, or any thereof, not occasioned 
through the neglect of the said (lessee) or his family, or that may other- 
Mey happen by storms or tempests :—Horsman’s Conv. (i744), vol. 2, 


P 

9, Fire and tempest :—4 Byth. 420; 2 Platt’s Le. 719; Faweett’s L. 
& T. 330; 2 Prid. Conv. ; Woodfall, 838-9, 855. 

10, Tempest above £20 at any one time, or by fire-1 Key & Biph. 
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11. Fire only :—Wood’s Conv. (1749), part 2, vol. 2,179; 4 Byth. 470 
2 Crabb, 836; 5 Dav. 223; 1 Key & Elph. 500, 536; Hayes’ 0. C., 2nd 
ed., 125; Fawcett, 326; 2 Platt, 671, 692; Archbold’s L. & T..62 ; Smith 
& Soden, 293. 

The Act 9 Geo, 4, c, 61, s. 14, has an expression which I have not met 
with in any form of lease—namely, “fire, tempest, or other unforeseen 
and unavoidable calamity.” 

Leases met with in practice occasionally contain other exceptions— 
such as subsidence, dry rot, mining operations, repairs rendered neces- 
sary by the outside being out of repair; foundations, main walls, prin- 
cipal timbers, outside doors, outside painting, plastering, and cementing ; 
roofs, or such parts of the roof as do not constitute skylights, &c. 


Cavuszs or Suspension or Rent. 

1. Fire, tempest, or any other accident:—1 Key & Elph. 514; 2 
Crabb, 838; Wilkinson, 115; Saner v. Bilton. 
pe. Fire, tempest, explosion of gas or gunpowder, war or riot :—-Wood- 

» 837. 

3. Fire or explosion not caused or contributed to by the lessee or 
tempest :—Woodfall, 841. 

4. Fire, flood, storm, or tempest:—1 Hughes’ Conv. Prec., 443, 471, 
2nd ed.; Smith’s Common Forms, 74, 75. 

5. Fire, storm, or tempest :—2 Rouse’s Pract. Conv., 401, 3rd ed. 

6, Fire or tempest :—4 Byth., 424; 2 Prid. Conv.; Wilkinson, 109, 

7. Fire only :—5 Dav. 181, 433, 2nd ed.; 1 Key & Elph. 510; Wood- 
fall, 850; 2 Rouse’s Pract. Conv. 285; 2 Platt, 623, 624, 694. 

8. Becoming, or being rendered, dangerous and unsafe, or unfit for 
use :—2 Platt, 674. 

9. If the house should not be reasonably fit for occupation and com- 
fortable habitation :—Wilson v. Finch-Hatton, 25 W. R. 517, 24 
Soricrrors’ Jounnat, 286, 294. 

The provision for suspension of rent in case of fire is sometimes 
(5 Dav. 433) made to depend on the lessee not having done anything to 
prejudice the landlord’s insurance, and, in one instance which came 
before me, on the landlord and his workmen having free access to the 
damaged buildings for the purpose of rebuilding. 

I do not know a printed form of lease which it seems to me that a 
solicitor acting for both parties could fairly use without revision. 
Such a form would be a useful addition to our standard collections. 

A Souicrror. 

{We hope hereafter to complete the series of articles on “ Usual 
Covenants” by an article dealing with the matter referred to by our 
correspondent. Inthe meantime we think our readers will be greatly 
indebted to him for his valuable suggestions.—Ep. 8S. J.] 








THE REMUNERATION ORDER. 


A special general meeting of the Gloucestershire Law Society was held 
at the Bell Hotel, Gloucester, on the 24th ult., to receive a report of the 
committee as to a proposal to establish a scale of auctioneers’ fees, and 
to consider the Solicitors’ Remuneration Order. 

Auctioneers’ Fees.—The committee reported that they considered it 
desirable that a scale of auctioneers’ fees for auction sales should be 
established, and recommended the following scale :— 

















Where the price of the Property sold d t exceed £100 Ob ae | 

680 oes not ex: oe 

Where it exceeds £100 and does not exceed £500 in see 2 2 0 
» * 1,000 e+ $f 2 
pat 1,000 a 3,000 4|4]0 
> 3,000 “A 6,000 6 | 6|0 
oe $,000 i 6,000 6|6|0 
” },000 9 7,000 7 7 0 
pn 7,000 Me 8,000 8 |s|o 
a 8,000 a 9,000 she? ee 9/9]0 
= 9,000 ee 10,000 ho 10 | 10 | 0 

Above £10,000 to be subject to special arrangement, 
Norzs, 


1,—It is assumed that the solicitor prepares and issues all advertise. 
mente, handbills, and particulars, but that the auctioneer inspects the 
property before the auction. 
2.—The fees do not include travelling expenses or charges for making 

& written report and valuation, or for surveying for a plan. 
3.—Where a property is divided into lote, the fees in respect of lots 
sold are to be calculated on the aggregate amount of the prices realised, 
and in respect of lots not sold on the aggregate amount of the reserves ; 
but so that (subject to Note 4) the fees shall not be less than 10s. 6d. per 
lot where the aggregate amount of the prices or reserves does not exceed 
yan nor less than £1 1s. per lot where such aggregate amount exceeds 
sum. 
4.—If a property offered in one lot, or if any lot of’ a property offered in 
lots, shall not be sold, the auctioneer shall receive half-fees aria respect 
of the unsold or lote, 


full fees less half the amount received in respect of such property or lots 
on the first auction. 


6.—On a subsequent sale by the auctioneer by private centract of the 


unsold property or lots within twelve months, he shall be entitled to full 
fees less the amount received in respect of such property or lots at the 
auction, 


It was moved by Mr. L. W. Winterbotham, seconded by Mr. Bryan, and 


resolved unanimously :—“ That the foregoing scale is, in the opinion of 
the meeting, a fair and reasonable scale ; that the members of the society 
be urged to take steps for ensuring its adoption as far as practicable; 
and that a copy of the scale be sent to each solicitor practising in the 
district of the society. 


Solicitors’ Remuneration Order.—This Order was taken into considera. 


tion, and, after discussion, the following resolution (moved by the chair- 
man and seconded by Mr. W. S. Jones) was unanimously carried :— 
* That this meeting, whilst regretting that the Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Order should not have been so framed as to be free from the doubts 
which have been suggested upon its construction, and whilst considering 
that the remuneration prescribed is somewhat inadequate in regard to 
small transactions, nevertheless regards the Order, as a whole, with 
satisfaction, and is of opinion that it should as far as practicable be 
adopted by the profession; and that, with a view to facilitating its 


adoption in the district of this society, the committee be requested to 
prepare and give publicity to a summary of the main provisions of the 


order.” 


We are informed that the members of the profession in Great 
Yarmouth and neighbourhood have recently considered the provisions of 
the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, and the rules issued under that 
Act, with the result that the local auctioneers have seen tho necessity of 
abandoning their former mode of charging a commission in respect of 
sales by auction of real estate, and have adopted a scale in respect of 
such business similar to that which prevails at Liverpool, Manchester, 
and other towns in the North of England. 

It is now proposed to form a law society at Great Yarmouth, and a 
committee consisting of Messrs. Wm. Holt (chairman), ©. Diver, 
Wiltshire, 8. M. Baker, Cowl, T. A. Rising, and F. Danby Palmer 
(honorary secretary) has been appointed for the purpose of carrying this 
proposal into effect. 

Mr. John Hough, of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, writes to the Times on the 
Remuneration Order as follows :—“ During the last few weeks I have 
had opportunities of conversing upon the new scale of conveyancing costs 
with more than 700 solicitors in Liverpool, Manchester, Leede, Bradford, 
Hull, Huddersfield, Newcastle, &c. I will at once admit that many 
whom I saw had given little or no thought to the subject, which is all 
the more surprising when it is considered how their interests are so 
vitally affected by the late alterations; still, a large proportion had 
evidently studied the order most carefully, and I am fully convinced, 
from the opinions expressed, that the great majority of country solicitors 
are quite satisfied with the scales. Nay, more, the remark was constantly 
made to me in every town, that lawyers would very soon be able to 
obtain from their own clients the charges now allowed, and could only 
count with certainty upon receiving the full amount when they were 
acting adversely—viz., in the case of another solicitor’s client having to 
pay their bills. On two occasions only was I told that the scale was in- 
sufficient: in one case, where a firm of solicitors were acting for a 
railway company, having frequently very intricate titles to examine, the 
consideration money involved being very small; and the other was the 
case of a grasping Jew, who had never been satisfied with any scale, not 
even with the liberal one recommended by the Incorporated Law Society 
in 1873. I can certainly reiterate most emphatically that solicitors 
practising in the country are generally satisfied with the allowances 
under the order. Of course there are several modifications which might 
very easily be made with advantage to the profession, and about which I 
have no doubt those most interested will make themselves heard. 

“One thing I am positive of—viz., thatno such increase in the fees a3 
that desired by the London solicitors will be paid, or is at all likely to be 
obtained from clients by country practitioners. I may also take this 
opportunity of stating that, until some penalty is levied and enforced for 
the ‘cutting down’ of charges which even under the present system 
will inevitably follow, solicitors who adopt the scale must of necessity 
suffer, and that to a great degree. It certainly seems somewhat unjust 
that London solicitors, who have hitherto been able to command much 
higher charges, should now be compelled to accept 30 to 40 per cent. 
less on their bills, as it is notorious that they will have to do. Under 
these circumstances, solicitors in town must either quietly acquiesce ia 
the existing state of things, or (although it seems unfortunate that one 
scale will not be generally acceptable) I am afraid there is no other 
course open than having two scales, one applicable to the country and 
the other to London.” 

W. M. W., dating from Lincoln’s-inn, replies as follows :—“ Permit me 
to observe, in answer to the letter of Mr. Hough in the Z'imes of yester- 
day, (1) that the general order issued under the Solicitors’ Remuners- 
tion Act, 1881, was prepared by the leading solicitors of Liverpool, and 
carefully adapted so as to be in accordance with the practice pr 





5.—On # subsequent sale by auction by the same auctioneer of the 
unsold property or lots within twelve months, he shall be entitled to 


in Liverpool and in many parte of the North of England, It is therefore 
not a matter of surprise that the majority of (North) country solicitors 
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are quite satisfied with it. (2) The main principle of the order is to 
distinguish between work done by the solicitors in negotiating sales, 
purchases, &c., and in carrying out the purely legal or conveyancing 
business. Where no commission is paid to an auctioneer, the solicitor is 
entitled to charge a certain per-centage for negotiations and a 
further per-centage for the legal work, the two together forming 
what is generally considered (having regard to the simplification 
of conveyancing) a fairly adequate remuneration. (3) The objec- 
tion to the scheme on the part of the London and some South 
country solicitors is that—whereas in the North, where the practice is to 

y auctioneers by fixed fees and not by way of commission, t he solicitor 
will get the two per-centages—in the South, where the practice is to pay 
auctioneers by commission, the solicitor will only be entitled to charge 
the per-centage for purely legal work, which by itself will not afford a 
fair remuneration for the work done. Put the London solicitors on the 
same footing as their brethren in the North, and, like them, they will be 
content to abide by the scheme. They do not seek an increase in the 
fees fixed, but they ask not to be deprived of half their remuneration on 
account of the different practice prevailing in this part of the country. 
There is no necessity whatever for two scales, one applicable to the 
country and the other to London.” 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Cost-800K MinE— RELINQUISHMENT OF SHaRES—EstimaTe oF RETIRING 
SHaREHOLDER’s LiaBitity.—Io a case of In re The Frank Mille Mining Com- 
pany, before the Court of Appeal on the 22nd ult., the question arose how 
the amount of the liability of a shareholder in a cost-book mining company 
upon his relinquishment of his shares ought to be estimated, The share- 
holder contended that he was bound to pay such a proportion of the estimated 
indebtedness of the oueneay (after allowing for the estimated value of the 
assets) as the number of his shares bore to the whole number of the shares in 
the company. The court (JEsset, M.R., and Linptey and Bowen, L.JJ,) 
held that the shareholder must pay such a proportion of the estimated 
indebtedness as the number of his shares bore to the number of the shares 
which were held by solvent shareholders, the solvency being determined at 
the date of the notice of relinquishment, at which time the valuation of the 
assets must also be made, otherwiee the retiring shareholder wonld throw upon 
those of the continuing shareholders who were solvent all the loss resulting 
— —_ insolvency of others.—Soricitors, Gregory, Roweliffes, § Co, ; J. E. 

‘ox § Co. 





Pexpixnc AppEAL—JURISDICTION oF SINGLE JupcE or Court oF APPEAL 
TO MAKE INTERIM OrDER—JUDICATURE AcT, 1873, s. 52.—In a case of 
Johnstone v. The Royal Courts of Justice Chambers Company, before the Court 
of Appeal on the 24th ult., attention was called to a provision of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, of which the profession generally appear to be 
unaware, Section 52 of the Act provides that, “a single judge of the Court of 
Appeal may at any time during vacation make any interim order, to prevent 
prejadice to the claims of any parties pending an appeal, as he may think 
fit.” The action was brought to restrain an interference with the plaintiffs’ 
ancient lights, which, it was alleged, would be produced by some buildings 
which were being constructed by the defendants. On the 21st of December, 
the plaintiffs moved before Fry, J., for an interlocutory injunction, and the 
application was refused. This was the last day of the sitting of the court 
before the Christmas Vacation. The following day the plaintiffs gave notice 
of appeal, but before the appeal came on for hearing, the defendants had 
completed their buildings. Under the circumstances, Jzsszt, M.R., said 
that the appeal was useless, The court would not grant a mandatory in- 
junction on an interlocutory motion, and any other injanction would be 
ineffectual, and the court would not make an abstract declaration of right. 
The plaintiffa could, if they had chosen to do 80, have applied, under section 
52, during the vacation, to any judge of the Court of Appeal for an interim 
order restraining the defendants from going on with their building pending 
the appeal, and thus matters might have been preserved in statu quo. The 
coart (JessEL, M.R., and Linpizy and Bowen, L.JJ.) ordered the appeal to 


stand over until after the trial of the action. —SoxiciTors, Munns & Longden ; | P° 


Campbell, Reeves, ¢ Hooper. 





Winpine-up Pstirion—AnusE OF Process or Court—MOorioN To sTaY 
Procespincs—J URISDICTION 10 DisMiss.—In a case of Jn re The Gold Hill 
Mines Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 24th ult., a question 
arose as to the juriadiction of the court to stay the proceedings under s 
Winding-up petition upon motion, or to dismiss the petition, on the 
ground that its presentation was an abuse of the process of the court. 
A petition to wind up the above company was presented by a person 
who bad been a servant in the company’s ie ya but had been dis- 
missed. He alleged that £15 was due to him for arrears of wages, 
he also claimed £95 damages for wrongful dismissal. He alleged that 
the company was unable to pay its debts, and he supported his petition by 
the ordinary statutory affidavit of the truth of the statements contained in it. 
ial camgen applied to Bacon, V.C., for an order restraining the petitioner 

ver 
Meretary of the company made an affidavit that the company was perfectly 
flvent, and that the petitioner's claim was pot gap The _— 
no other evidence of the insolvency of the company, Vice- 


his petition or taking any proceedings under it ; and the | accept 


Chancellor ordered that the company should 
of the company and the petitioner, to 
petitioner by his counsel i 
for the amount alleged to be due to 
court all further ings under the petition be stayed 
the trial of the action, The Court of Appeal (Jzsszx, M.R. 
and Bowen, L.JJ.) dismissed the petition, with costs. Jzssen, M.R., was of 
opinion that the petition could only be correctly described as a scandalous 
abuse of the process of thecourt. The petitioner was a discharged servant 
of the company, and he alleged that £15 was due to him for arrears 
This was disputed by the company. It was the only debt alleged. Hevalso 
claimed £95 for wrongful dismissal. This, however, was not a 
debt, and in respect of it a winding-up petition could not be presented. The 
petition, therefore, was by an alleged creditor for £15. He did not pretend 
that he bad served a statutory demand for it ; 
his debt did not exceed £50. He had brongh 
pany ; he did not pretend he did not know that his claim was 
alleged that the company was unable to pay itedebts. This was perfectly 
untrue; he had not a particle of evidence in support of his 
was met by the evidence of the secretary uite 
He asked the court to discredit the evidence of the secretary and to treat him 
as a perjared man, because he had made some allegations as to the 
the petitioner’s dismissal which the petitioner was pleased to term incon- 
sistent, To ask the court to treat the as perjured oo these materials 
was as disgraceful as the presentation of petition. 4 
shadow of a shade of a pretence for retaining the jon, and it ought to 
have been dismissed with costs, That order would be made now. Luvozer, 
n to brio 


L,J., said that it ought to be. 
t t6 be resorted to to enforce a disputed 
disputed, his right course would th g 
ition. The process of the court 


ive pee 
company, not to present a winding-up peti 
had been abused, and the petition ought to be got rid of summarily as soon 
om orl Bowen, L.J., concurred,—Soricrrors, Snell, Son, & Greenip ; 
yp UO, 
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Composition — REGIstRATION oF ResorvTions—Smat~ Amounr oF 
Assets—Sxcurnrry—Bankrurtcy Act, 1869, s. 126—Banxrurtcr Ruzezs, 
1870, Rn. 295.—In a case of Ex parte Hudson, before the Cn Sepak 
25th ult., a question arose as to the registration of composition i A 
debtor filed a liquidation petition, and by the statement of mesons Gg 
at the first. meeting of his creditors it appeared that his debts to 
and his assets to £5. The creditors resolved by the proper statutory majority 
accept a composition of one shilling in jpn seg within seven 
from the second meeting confirming the ution, and that the 
guarantee of a third person named in the resolution should be accepted 
composition. The resolution was confirmed at the second meeting. 
registration of the resolution was opposed by a 
ground that, the debtor having practically no assets, the proceedings 
abuse of the process of the court, reliance being placed on 
W. R. 950, L. R. 20 Kq. 775), Ex parte Aaronson (26 W. 


court (Jesset, M.R., and Lixpter aod Bowen, L.JJ.) held that 
registrar had rightly regi the resolutions. Jesset, M.R., 

resolution must be treated as having been passed bond fide. Though one 
in the pound was a small sum, it was not so small as c 
that the arrangement had not been made bond fide—that is, 
benefit of the debtor. In Ex parte Terreli (25 W. RB. 153, L. B.4 
293) the Court of Appeal refused to allow the registration of a 
one shilling in the pound, but it was quite plain from the judgments 
three judges (James, Baggallay, and Brett, L.JJ.) that 8 composition 
amount would be sufficient when the debtor’s assets were insufficient to 
but security for its payment was given by another person. 
the registration of the resolutions in that case would have been allowed 
pen Bardeen the payment of the composition, and 
expressly stated by Baggallay, L.J., in the subsequent case of Ex 
reash wcanguniet wan aap ek be conan ae tel 

arrangement was one whi 
pan § There was no role that a debtor who had no assets could 
petition and have a composition with his creditors, provided that some 
rson Offered security for the composition. There was nothing to 
case. 
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bona fides of the arrangement in the present 


yous ye wee 0 onan un, ee See i Neg opt sera age ap 

divid as distinguished from a sham one, sixpence pound 
which was offered in Ex parte Ball, Lurptry, LJ., said that the court 
ough’ to satisfy itself as to the real dona fides of the proposed arrangement. 
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manofactured. Then the ote ol ane hing On. gees Saree ae 
this sense, that security was offered for it it was to be net. There 
was & distinction between liquidation and composition. It might well 
be that in a case like Er parte Stag, where a debtor had no assets, a liquide. 
pean ype a pene ays page Sa ve nn ms | 
was to a com one 

bean abuse of the prose of th court ia all ass ha pag” Cnaly yo 

one shilling in the pound was something substantial. Twopence 

pound would be ridiculous. It was always a question of bone Ades, The 
present case was an honest one, and he thought the creditors were entitled to 
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LaxpporD anp TENANT—VALUATION FoR UNEXHAUSTED IMPROVEMENTS 
—TENANT FoR LIFE.—In a case of Mansell v. Norton, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 22nd ult., the question arose whether a legal tenant for 
life, ander a will, was liable to pay the outgoing valuation for unexhausted 
improvements to the tenant of the testator under a tenancy continuing 
after the testator’s death, The action was brought by the tenant for life 
egainst the executor to recover the amount of the outgoing valuation from 
the testator’s estate. The defendant demurred, and Bacon, V.C., overruled 
the demurrer. Defendant appealed. The Court of Appeal (Jesse, M.R., 
and Linptey and Bowen, LJJ.) held thatthe plaintiff was liable to pay 
the valuation, and allowed the demitrrer. ~ JESSEL, M-R:; waid-it was clear 
t aintiff was liable to pay. At law the landlord was liable to pay 
the outgoing tenant for unexhausted improvements according to the custom 
of the county. Generally that was got back from the new tenant. Here 
the tenant for life had become landlord and was primarily liable. It was a 
liability in respect of the land, which the tenant for life took subject to that 
liability. He need not have accepted the devise, bat having done so he 

it with the liability. Then how could he have any right to in- 
demnity ? If he lived long enough he would get the whole benefit of the 
improvement and could not claim anything from the testator’s estate. It 
had been usual for the incoming tenant to pay the ontgoing tenant, and the 
landlord only got the rent. If the tenant for life were to be indemnified in 
this case he would first get back the capital representing the improvements 
and then get the whole benefit over again. The only case in which he 
would lose anything woald be if he died soon. But a tenant for life was 
always liable to euch losses. For instance, if he drained without taking 
advantage of the Drainage Act and died immediately afterwards, he lost 
the benefit of his outlay. His lordship added that, in his opinion, there was 
no equity against the remaindermav. LinpLEY and Bowen, L.JJ., con- 
curred.—Souicrrors, Nelson, Son, 4 Hastings. 





Lecacr—MuspescerPtion oF Lecatre—Girr to Wire puRINc Wipow- 
HOOD—INVALIDITY OF MarRiace.—In a case of Boddington v. Claria, before 
Fry, J., on the 23rd ult., the question arose whether a legacy to the wife of 
a testator had failed by reason of the fact that, between the date of the will 
and the death of the testator, the marriage had, at the instance of the wife, 
been declared void ad initio by reason of the impotency of the husband. The 
testator by his will, dated the 23rd of December, 1879, gave the proceeds of 
the conversion of his residuary estate to his trustees and executors on trust 
to pay to his wife (mentioning her name), within one month after his decease, 
a legacy of £200, and in addition thereto to pay to his said wife, ‘‘so long as 
she shall continue my widow and unmarried,” an annuity of £300, by equal 
quarterly instalments commencing from the date of his death, “ or otherwise 
in lieu and substitution of the said annuity, at the option of my said wife, if 
she shall prefer it, a legacy of £2,000.” And he directed that the provision 
thereby made for his said wife should be in lieu and satisfaction of any dower 
or thirds to which she might be entitled out of his estate. In August, 1880, 
the wife obtained from the Divorce Division a decree nisi declaring that the 
marriage was null and void ab initio by reason of the husband’s impotency, 
and in April, 1881, the decree was made absolute. In July, 1881, the 
testator died without having revoked his will, and the divorced wife, by the 
action, claimed payment of the legacy of £200 and of the annuity, or at any 
rate of the legacy of £2,000 ir lieu of it. It was urged on her behalf that 
none of the gifts had failed by reason of her having been misdescribed in the will 
as the wife of the testator, a character which she had, in the view of the law, 
never filled. In the case of a misdescription of a legatee the gift tohim did 
not fail, unless he had falsely assumed the character by which the testator 
had described him, and that character had been the motive of the gift. 
t was sufficient that there was no doubt as to the identity of the legatee. As 
annuity, the direction that it should be paid only during widow- 
might be rejected as inapplicable, and then the annuity would be either 
life or perpetual, or the plaintiff was entitled to the £2,000 legacy at her 
ion. On behalf of the executors it was contended that the direction that the 

made by the will should be in lieu and satisfaction of dower or 
showed that the purpose of the testator in making the gifts was to 
e moral obligation to provide for his wife, and, as that obligation 
exist towards a person who was not bis wife, the gifts had 

At any rate the annuity was payable only during widowhood, 
as the plaintiff was not and never could be the testator’s widow, not 
ever been bis wife, she could not be entitled to the annuity, or to the 
which was given only in substitotion for it. Fry, J., held that the 
entitled to the £200, but not to the annuity or to the £2,000. 
being no doubt as to the plaintiff's identity, primd facie 
the legacy of £200, though she was misdescribed, In 
direction as to dower was not a declaration of any par- 
the testator in making the gift, — — a declaration 

property but the legacy. The 
Lord Cottenham in Rishton v. Cobb (5 M&O. 145) 
who was described by a particular 
id not fail unless the legatee had 
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eee ote eee an ly assumed the character of 
the testator’s wife; it was not her default which made the marriage void. 
She was, therefore, entitled to the legacy of £200. Bat the annuity was 
aterkad her for « period which could never come into existence, and his 

did not see how an annuity which was given for a non-existent 
period could take effect. Asto the of £2,000, she could only take 
that in liew and substitution of the annuity, which implied that she could take 
the snwaity, and his lordship had already held that she could not do that. 
She could not take the £2,000 in lien of that which she was not entitled to 
take.—Souicitoxs, Ward, Mills, & Co, ; Sandilands Humphry, & Armstrong. 





Witt—Construction—CaarGE or Dents IN AID OF PERSONALTY.—In g 
case of Trousdale vy, Hayes, before Fry, J.,on the 23rd ult., a question aroge 
as to enforcing a charge for debts created by the will of a testator. The testator 
devised the residue of his real estate (subject and in aid of his personal estate 
if insufficient to the payment of his debts) to trustees in fee upon trust for 
division among certain beneficiaries. After the death of the testator the 
executors issued the statutory advertisements for creditors of the testator, and 
then, after paying the debts of which they had notice, distributed the residue 
of the personalty amongst the persons who were entitled thereto under the 
provisions of the will, The action was brought some years afterwards by 





an unsatisfied creditor of the testator who had not come in in answer to the 
executors’ advertisement, claiming payment of his debt out of the rotduny! 
real estate, There was evidence that the personal estate of the testator was 
safficient to pay the plaintiff's debt if he had come in before the distribution 
by the executors, It was contended that the plaintiff was entitled to the 
benefit of the charge created by the will on the real estate, and that the effect 
of the words, ‘‘in aid of my personal estate, if insufficient,” was only to 
affect the order of administration of the real and personal estates as between the 
persons respectively beneficially entitled thereto, so that a creditor was entitled 
to the charge even though the personal estate was sufficient, the bene- 
ficial owner of the real estate being entitled to be recouped by the beneficial 
owner of the personalty. And reliance was placed on the case of Davies v, 
Nicholson (2 DeG. & J, 698), in which it was held that property specifically 
bequeathed is not discharged from its liability to the testator’s debts by the 
circumstance that there has come to the hands of the executor personal 
property of the testator, not specifically bequeathed, more than sufficient to 


-pay his debts and funeral and testamentary expenses, and that the specifically 


bequeathed property has been made over by the executor to the specific 
legatee. Fay, J., said that the present case was distinguishable from Davis v, 
Nicholson, because there the question was as between specifically bequeathed 
peraonalty and general personalty. The law imposed a liability to pay the 
debts of a testator equally on all his personal estate, whereas, in the present 
case, the claim could only be secundum formam doni, and the charge only 
arose in the event of the personal estate being insufficient to pay the debts, 
and that event had not happened in the present case, Consequently, the 
plaintiff was not entitled to the charge which he claimed.—Soxicrrors, 
Wr Lammin; Collyer- Bristow; Withers, § Russell ; Belfrage $ Co. 





Propuction oF Documents—AcTION AGAINST TRUSTEES FoR BREACH OF 
TrustT—CoRRESPONDENCE WITH SOLICITORS ANTE LITEM MOTAM—ORD. 31.— 
In 8 case of Mason v. Cattley, before Fry, J., on the 27th ult., a question 
arose as to production of documents. The action was brought by cestuis 
que trust against the trustees of a will to compel them to make 
the loss resulting from a breach of trust which it was alleged that they had 
committed. The defendants had made an affidavit of documents in their 
possession, and they objected to produce certain letters and copies of 
letters which had been passed between them and their solicitors in relation 
to the matters in question in the action before the action. Fry, J., held 
that these documents must be produced. It was admitted that they were 
relevant. They were communications by and to the trustees in relation to 
the trust estate before the action was brought. He thought that the prin- 
ciple of Talbot v. Marshfield (2D. & S. 549) applied. —Soxicrtors, Hughes 
& Son. 


Costs—TaxaTIOoN—THIRD-PARTY CLAUSE—PARTY AND Parry CosTs— 
Soxtcrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vicr. c. 78), 8s. 37, 38.—In a case of In re 
Cowdeil, before Fry, J., on the 26th ult., the question arose whether a refer- 
ence for taxation under section 38 of the Solicitors Act, 1848, could be 
obtained by a third party who was liable to pay costs only as between party 
and party. An award was made by an umpire, under the Public Health Act, 
1875, as to the damages occasioned to some property by works executed by & 
local board. The umpire decided that the board were liable to pay a sum by 
way of damages to the owners of the property, and also to pay their costs of 
the award. The board obtained an order of course to tax these costs, alleg- 
ing that the solicitor of the owners of the property had delivered to the board 
his bill of costs, which the board were liable to pay. The solicitor moved to 
discharge the order, on the ground that section 38 applies only to a case in 
which the third party is liable to pay the same costs as the solicitor’s own 
client is liable to pay ; not to a case where the client is liable to pay costs a3 
between solicitor and client, and the third party is only liable to pay costs as 
between party and party. On the other side it was urged that the bee could 
waive their right 10 pay costs only on the party and party scale, and elect to 
pay them on the higher scale, and then they could obtain an order for taxation 
as third parties. Fry, J., held that section 38 did not apply. He said that 
section 37 clearly dealt only with a taxation as between solicitor and client, 
and it imposed on the solicitor the liability to pay the costs of the 
one-sixth of his bill was taxed off. That section was partly beneficial and 
partly adverse to the solicitor. Then section 38 enabled a person who was not 
chargeable with any such bill, but who was liable to pay it, to obtain a refer- 
ence for taxation. ‘‘ Such bill”? must mean the bill mentioned in section 37— 
that is, a bill as between solicitor and client. The bill sent by the solicitor to 
the board was one which his clients were liable to pay; it was not the 
which the board were liable to pay. It ould not be truly said that the board 
were liable to pay the bill which had been delivered to them. Possibly, if the 
Act only gave a benefit to the solicitor, the board might elect to pay the costs 
as between solicitor and client, so as to obtain the benefit of a taxation 
the Act. Bat they could not by their election impose on the solicitor the 
liability, which attended « taxation under the Act, of paying the costs of tax® 
tion in the event of one-sixth of the bill being taxed off. ‘The order for taxa 
tion must be set aside with costs. His lordship added that his conelusion was 
in accordance with the decision of Jessel, M.i., in Jn re Grundy (29 W. 
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581, L. R. 17 Ch. D, 108), in which he distinguished the previous decision of | V.C., followed bis decision in South Western District Bank v. —— 


Romilly, M.R., in In re Hartley (30 Beav. 620).—Soxicrrors, Grundy, 
a & Grundy ; G. A. Holmes. "i 


Paactice—CosTs—SoxiciToR PRESENTING PETiTION WITHOUT RETAINER: 
—In the case of In re The Gold Mining Company of India (Limited), 
before Chitty, J., on the 26th ult., a motion was made by Mr. Boydell Graves 
to have his name struck out as one of the two petitioners in a petition pre- 
sented for the winding up of the company, and that the costs of the applicant 
and of the company might be ordered to be paid by the solicitor for the co- 

tioner, on the ground that such solicitor had never been instructed by Mr. 
dell Graves to present the petition. Currry, J., made the order, with costs, 
as asked.—Soxicitors, Fowler, Christie, & Co.; Beall & Co. 





APPOINTMENT OF NEW TrusTEE—JNCAPABLE TRUsTEE—TRusTEE Act, 
1852, s. 32.—-In the case of In re Lemann’s Trusts, before Chitty, J., on the 
27th ult., a petition was presented by beneficiaries under a will for the appoint- 
ment of a new trustee in the place of an original trustee who, through age and 
infirmity, bad become unable to act in the trast or execute any document. A 
question arose whether the court had jurisdiction in such a case under section 
$2 of the Trustee Act, 1852. Cnitry, J., said that he should follow the 
principle laid down by the Court of Appeal in Jn!re Bignold (20 W.R. 345, L. R. 
7 Ch, D. 228). He thought it only reasonable, where a trustee was thoroughly 
incapacitated from acting, to hold that it was expedient within the meaning of 
the section for the court to appoint a new trustee.—Soricitors, J. R. Jennings ; 
Btocken § Jupp ; Ware, Hawes, § Wood. 





Witri1—Bienpep Furp—Imriiep Girt over mx Deravtt or Exercise 
or PowERr.—In the case of Re Tindal, Carill- Worsley v. Tindal, before 
Chitty, J., on the 29th ult., the question arose as to the construction to be 

at upon the following clause contained in the will of the late Mr. Acton 

indal :—‘‘ Sabject to the payment of my just debts and funeral and testa- 
mentary expenses, and to the legacies hereby bequeathed, I%give, devise, 
end bequeath all and every my real and personal estate of every descrip- 
tion unto and to the use of my dear wife for her life, feeling sure that she 
will make & just and proper partition of all cur worldly goods, in case she 
should survive me, amongst our dear children, either in ber lifetime or by 
her last will and testament.” The will contained no other gift or reference 
to real estate, and the testator’s wife died during his lifetime. The ques- 
tion arose whether there was a gift over among the testator’s children, and 
whether such gift over comprised the testator’s real estate. Currry, J., 
held that, upon the true construction of the will, the testator’s real and 
personal estate was divisible amongst all his children in equal shares. The 
testator had thrown his real and nal estate into common fand, in 
which he had given his wife a life interest, and by “our worldly goods” he 
meant all that in which his wife had previously been given a life interest. 
There was also a gift of this same fund by implication to the testator’s 
children in equal shares in default of appointment. The real estate there- 
fore passed under it.—Soxicirors, Cunliffe, Beaumont, § Davenport, for T. M. 
Davenport, Oxford. 





Practive—Petition—OpposED oR Unopposep.—In the case of Jn re 
The Devon and Cornwall Electric Light and Power Company (Limited), before 
Chitty, J., on the 24th ult,, the question was discussed as to the circum. 
stances under which petitions should be treated as opposed. It appeared 
that the petition was presented on the Ist of November, and after that date 
proceedings were commenced by Mr. Cadogan, a shareholder, for the 
rectification of the register by the removal therefrom of his name. On the 
2lst of December, an order was made by Chitty, J., for the removal of 
Cadogan’s name. On the 22nd of January the petition came on as un- 
Opposed, when it was stated by counsel for Cadogan that it was desired 
that the petition should stand over for the cross-examination of certain of 
the petitioner’s witnesses, but, at the same time, counsel declined to state 
any definite ground of opposition other than an apprehension that the 
petitioner was in collusion with the company, and had been indemnified his 
costa, Under these circumstances, CuiTrTy, J., considered that there was no 
substential ground for treating the petition as opposed, and stated that the 
mere assertion of counsel that a petition was opposed was not sufficient to 
take the petition out of the unopposed list. On the matter being referred 
to the Appeal Court, it was stated by the Master of the Rolls (whose 
tematks were corroborsted by Lindley, L.J.) that all that was required to 
— a petition being taken as unopposed was for counsel to state that 

appeared and opposed. When the matter was again mentioned, on the 
26th ult., to Curry, J., hia lordship, considering the ciroumstanees of the 
Case, gave leave to Cadogan to cross-examine, but observed that there were 
many instances in which the role seemed to have been otherwise than that 
stated in the Appeal Court, and he should consult the Master of the Rolls 
with reference to it.—Soricrrors, W. F. Summerhays, Blewitt, & Tyler ; Gold- 
berg & Langdon; Clarke, Woodcock, & Ryland. 


MortcaGE—ATTORNMENT CLavsE—ACcouNT—MorTGAGEE IN Possesston 
—Forrciosvre,—In a case of Stanley v. Grundy, before Bacon, V.C., on the 
24th ult., it was decided that a mortgagee who brings a foreclosure action 

a second mort; gee and the owner of the equity of redemption, is not 

le to account on the looting of a mortgagee in possession simply because 

bis aes deed contains an attornment clause by the mortgagor, no 
faving 


W. R. 118), and made a simple foreclosure decree with 
tiffs to apply in chambers, upon giving notice to the d for a sale if 
found necessary.—Soxicrtors, Chester, Mayhew, Broome, ¢ Griffiths, for 
Bullock § Worthington, Manchester ; Grundy, Kershaw, Sazon, & Samson, for 
Grundy, Kershaw, & Co., Manchester. 


Spectric PerrormaNce—Conrract—Statuts or Fravps—Panor Evip- 
ENcE.—In an action for specific performance, Knell v. Walker, before Pollock, 
B., sitting to hear causes assi to Pearson, J., on the 30th and ist ult., 
the contract was founded on a letter which was signed both plaintiff and 
defendant, and was in these terms:—“I [the d t] the 
various plots of ground now belonging to you [the plaintiff], consisting of five, 
and marked blue upon the wr signed by me, which land is 
described ty the letters A, B, OC, D, and E, in a conveyance from the Farn- 
borough and Aldershot Freehold and Ground Rent Soci under 


& 
E 


date the 10th of October, 1863, at and for the sam of £1,500 (fifteen hundred 
pounds), the amount to be represented by sundry lots of ground belonging to 
me, as shown upon the plan above referred to, marked green, and signed this 
day by both of us. The land so to be conveyed to be price paid by me 
for its purchase to the Farnborough and Aldershot F and Ground Rent 


i 


Society (Limited).” Counsel for the defendant took objection to the 
sequent to the contract being received in evidence, upon the ground 
was such an ambiguity in this letter that the court could not be asked to 
specific performance ; that there were three possible constructions :— 
that £1,500 was to be taken as the value of the land marked green; 
that £1,500, worth of the three lots, was all that was to be 
plaintiff ; and, third, that the whole three lots were to be taken 
tiff, and the difference in value to be paid by the one to the other, 
the lots, though fixed, being unknown to both parties. Counsel for 
contended that upon the letter there was no ambiguity ; that the 
struction was impossible, as it gave no meaning to the last clause 
and that the third was the only fair construction ; that even if, on 
tract alone, there was an ambiguity, the plaintiff, offering as he did 
pleadings to take that construction which was most against 

court would look at the subsequent letters and dealings between the i 
and especially to the fact that possession, in accordance with the letter, 
been taken by the plaintiff, and looking to that, could not’ doubt that this 
was the intention of the parties at the time. Poxzocx, B., gave j 
for the defendant, with costs, upon the ground that the letter had in 
elements of an inherent ambiguity, and did not come within the doctrine of 
Buzton v. Lister (3 Atk. 383), and that, admitting in evidence 
quent letters, and the fact of the plaintiffs possession, this di 
clear away the ambiguity, which arose partly from the absence 
as to the payment of the money, and that, although the 
hesitate to construe such an agreement if possible, in this 
sible so to do.—Sonicrrors, J. M. Chamberlain ; : 


Inrant Tenant mx Tart—Costs—PRoceEDINes 
Inrant’s Estate—Power TO RAISE Money BY EQUIT. 
In a case of Re J. P, L. Jones, an Infant, before Pi 
ult., a question arose as to the power of raising 
payment of the costs of an action by an infant, An 
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by adjourned summons, by the guardians of the person and estate of the 
infant, for liberty to raise, by equitable deposit of certain title deeds ef the 
real estate of the infant, a sum of money to be expended in an action of eject- 
ment for the recovery of certain land, alleged to form part of the infant’s 
estate. Te infant was tenant in tail in possession under a settlement made 
by his grandfather, and the action was about to be in the infant’s 
name by the guardian of his estate as his next fri however, 
objected to his name being used as plaintiff unless the costs of the action 
were provided for. The leave of the court bad been already obtained for the 
commencement of the action, It was stated that a banker was willing to 
advance the sum required on an equitable deposit of the title deeds of the 
infant’s real estate. Parson, J., made the order applied for, giving 
leave to deposit the title deeds in question.—Soxicrrors, G. J. é P. 


Vanderpump. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
Queen's Bence Drvisron. 
(Before Hawkins, J., at chambers.) 
January 9, 19.—Re Graves and the Union Deposit Bank, 

Bills of Sale Act, 1882, s. 7—Power of judge to make order. 
Graves was the grantor of a bill of sale executed on the 29th of November, 
1882, to secure £200, the Union Deposit Bank being the grantees. The sum 
advanced was £121 10:., £3 10s, being retained for costs, and £75 
‘capitalized interest,” the £200 to be paid off by mon 
£7 10e.,0n default of payment of one instalment the sum secured to 
become due. The grantor, wishing to off the sum advanced, 
made default in payment of the first instalment, 
whole amount. e grantor thereupon tock out 
of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, calling on the bank to show cause why, upon 
payment of the Lage as sum of £1 0 for 
other sum as the judge might direct, the bank should not withdraw 
deliver up the bill of sale to be cancelled. 

Slade Butler (instructed by Edwin Sith), 
tended that the words in section 7 were the 





carne been levied under the clause. The statement of claim pee 
foreclosure only, and the mortgagor not appearing at the trial, Bacon, 
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unconscionable bargains (Miller v. Cook, L. R. 10 Eq. 641) ; that 

i the mortgagor had an inherent right to 
som secured being payable by reason of the default. 

PF. Cooper Willis Clreaee Hicks & Arnold), for the bank, argued 

to give power summarily to set aside a deed 

entered into by the grantor, knowing well what he was doing ; there were 

other remedies open to him if he wanted to impeach the bill of sale. 

The summons was heard on the 9th of January, but, being the first applica- 
tion of the kind under the new Act, Hawkins, J., reserved judgment, which 
he delivered on the.19th. 

Hawxins, J.—The cause of seizure was non-payment of the instalment of 
£7 10°. on the 29th of December. I am satisfied that, by payment of the 
instalment, such cause of seizure will no longer exist.. 1 only abstain from 
making such order as prayed for, because I think I have no jurisdiction under 
the circumstances. 

Order made :—On payment of instalment of £7 10s. and £5, to inclnde all 
costs and expenses, the bank to withdraw, 





SOLICITORS’ CASES, 
Hien Court or Justice.—Quren’s Beticn Division. 
(Sittings in Banc, before Pottock, B., and Manisry, J.) 
Jan. 25.—JIn the Matter of a Solicitor. 

This was an application on the part of a lady to strike a solicitor off tha 
roll for misconduct, thus described in her affidavit—that she intrusted him 
with the sum of £500 to invest on mortgage, and that he professed to have so 
invested it, and gave her a pretended deed of mortgage of certain house pro- 
perty, which he represented as the security, whereas she had discovered that 
there was no such mortgage, and that the deed had never been executed by 
the party whose name was to it, who stated that, if his name were to it, then 
it was forged, for he never signed it, and knew nothing of the transaction, and 
he made an affidavit to that effect confirmatory of the lady’s. 
we A alls upon these materials, moved for a rule to ~rike the solicitor off 

e roll. 

The Court granted a rule nisi. 


Jan. 25.—In the Matter of a Solicitor. 

This was a rule to strike a solicitor off the roll.for fraud and forgery under 
these: circumstances. A person at Bolton,’ named Mitchell, intrusted the 
solicitor ‘with*£500 to invest on mortgage, and it*was so invested on a mort- 

of two ‘houses, the solicitor acting for both parties in the transaction, 

© interest’ was ever paid to Mitchell, who complained, and in June, 1881, 
the solicitor told him the parties would pay off half, and put a deed before him, 
which, he said, was a discharge for that sum—that ie,’£250—whereas, in fact, 
it was a discharge for £430, which the client execated, he said, not knowing 
what it was, and on the faith of his solicitor’s representation. Mitchell, how- 
ever, still gettirg no interest, was, of course, dissatisfied, and, in February, 
1882, had recourse to another solicitor, who gave notice to the mortgagor 
to pay off the other £250, but a difficulty arose as to the deeds, 
and there was no other evidence but a memoratidum of the solicitor 
accused as to the sum of £250 having ‘been “paid off. The ‘new 
solicitor pressed for the deeds, and the accused solicitor: brought £300 for’ the 
£250 supposed to be remaining due and interest and costs. Curiously enough, 
however, the ies on the other side came to thé same solicitor who had 
been consulted by the client, and showed him a deed -of discharge purportin 
to have been signed by the client Mitchell, who, -however, as he said, h 
never signed it (the discharge being for £430, instead:of £250), so that it was 
a forgery. On this the matter was laid before the Bolton Law Society, under 
whose instructions, on affidavits setting forth the facts, 

Garth now moved for a rule to strike the solicitor off the roll. 

The Court granted a rule nisi. 


Jan, 29.—In the Matter of a Solicitor. 

In this case there was an affidavit that in April, 1882, the applicant had 
intrusted the solicitor with a sum of £280, to be invested on mortgage, but 
that he had never been able to get the securities from: the solicitor, who had 
only sent evasive replies, and on the 21st of November last the solicitor filed 
& petition for liquidation, and entered the client’s name in his schedule as his 
creditor, unsecured, for the sum of £280, received, he said, to invest on rort- 
gage. Upon this affidavit, 

Daniel, on behalf of the client, moved for a rule calling on the solicitor 
to answer the matters stated in the affidavit, adding that he bad another case ; 


The Court, while ting a rule nisi in the first said that ¢ 1] 
could only shire fax Oot cube 0h & thine, ue ihe 15 


ere 


J Jan. 29.—In the Matter of a Solicitor. 
In this ease there was 2 similar application against a solicitor, the affidavit 
sting that between 1868 and 1881 the applicant, then a widow, had 
ny sate pm Aegp lg dy bont te one though in 
repaid £200, since April, 1881, v: endeavour- 
ing to obtain from him an account as to the residue, : . 
The Count in this case also granted a rule nisi—Zimes. 
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In consequence of a domestic bereavement, Lord Justice Ba 


ggallay has 
seturned to town from the assiges. It is anticipated that he will ue ae d 


cjonit at Tanaton. 
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SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


The January special general meeting of this society was held at their hall 
on Wednesday, Sir Thomas Paine, president, occupying the chair, The 
attendance of members was considerably larger than at avy meeting which 
has been held for several years past. 


THe REMUNERATION OrpzR, 
The Presipent, on taking his seat, observed that he was about to ask 
permission to mention a matter not in the agenda, and which he could only 
refer to with the consent of the meeting. It wasa matter upon which they 
would look with great interest as a profession, for they might, perhaps, like 
him to explain why it was not mentioned in the circular convening the meet. 
ing. He referred to the Remuneration Order, They were al] of them aware 
of the circumstances under which the Order was made, and that it had now 
become law. It must, therefore, undergo the test of experience in order to 
ascertain whether or not it produced the effects which some of them antici. 
pated it would do, and this could be proved by experience, and experience 
only. He was quite aware that there was a very strong expectation in man 
quarters, from the numerous communications which the council had received, 
that they should give some general advice to the profession, There were many 
questions which would srise which they could foresee, but the council had 
unanimously come to the conclusion that, having regard to the natore of the 
questions likely to arise between the profession and the public, it would be 
inexpedient to submit the Order to the discussion of a public meeting. It 
would certainly not be in the interest of the profession to follow such a 
course, for many of the questions involved matters of considerable delicacy 
between the profession and the public, and, therefore, although they had been 
asked for general advice, the council had come to the conclusion that they 
were not in a position to give it for these reasoner. The questions under the 
Order covered entirely new ground, they would have to be dealt with as they 
erose by the.constituted tribunals, and the council had no better means of 
forming a judgment upon them than any other members of the profession, 
The council were a numerous body, not always agreeing on all points, nor 
could they, in such a case, give authoritative decisions which would be of 
any use, If they did attempt to give advice, they would probably run the 
risk of misleading the profession seriously. Therefore they had determined 
to give no general advice, bot must leave each solicitor to make up his mind 
as to the course to be pursued when the questions arose, though the council 
would be happy to give any assistance in their power if applied to when the 
facts of any. individual case were ascertained. With reference, however, to 
the construction to be put upon the Order, with reference to what every 
gentleman present would understand he was referring to when he used the 
term “ negotiation fee,” they would remember there was a separate negotia- 
tion fee and a separate conveyancing fee, if he might so term it, in the scale, 
and that under the 11th rule of the Order—the 11th rale which was attached 
to the first part of the firet schedule—it was laid down as follows :—‘* The 
scale for conducting a sale by auction shall apply only in cases where no 
commission is paid by the client to an auctioneer. The scale for negotiating 
shall apply to cases where the solicitor of a vendor or purchaser arranges the 
sale or purchase, and the price and terms and conditions thereof, and no 
commission is paid by the client to an auctioneer, or estate or other agent.” 
Everyone knew that by the ordinary terms of London practice, and throughout 
the greater part of the country, there was but a very small minority of sales 
and purchases in which the solicitor acted without the assistance and advice 
of an auctioneer, who was paid by commission, and, under those circumstances, 
the negotiation fee would not be earned. It had been confidently asserted 
in some of the leading articles and correspondence of the legal journals that 
the effect of the Order and Rules would be, not only to disentitle solicitors,, 
where a commission was paid by the client to an auctioneer, sarveyor, or 
agent, to the negotiation fee (which was admitted), but also to make any 
charges for the business done and not in terms included within the conveyancing 
items of the scale, That was not the view taken of the matter by the commit. 
tee of the council, and upon careful consideration—though it is unusual to 
mention such matters—I may say that by a majority of eight to two they came 
to the opposite conclusion, But as there was a division of opinion, they 
obtained the opinion of Mr. E. P. Wolstenholme and Mr, A. L. Smith—an? the’ 
council had been careful not to indicate the views they' held—and Mr. Wol- 
stenholme and Mr. Smith bad independently come to the conclusion of the 
majority of the committee, that all charges which were outside what were 
defined in the conveyancing fee as incladed in the business to be done were 
charges which were to be paid for under the second schedule of the Order as 
for business done, and that it would not be necessary to make any el 
under the Order under the circumstances. It had been 9 matter of 
tion whether the council should publish and circulate that opinion . 
the members, but their deliberate opinion was that they had better not do 
At the same time, those present might take it for granted that he had made 
fair statement of the matter, and the case and opinion would be open to 
tion of every member of the society who chose to call and see the 

tary upon it. 

The Prestpznr then left the chair in order that. the next matter on the 
paper might be discussed, and nominated the Vice-President (Mr. E. J. Bristow) 
to the chair during his absence. 


Portrait OF THE PaesipEnt. 

Mr. W. Wii1ams then rose to propose the following motion: —‘' That in 
commemoration of the opening of the Royal Courts of Justice, and of the well- 
eserved honour which on that occasion was conferred by her Majesty the 
Queen upon Sir Thomas Paine, as the president of the society, a portrait of Sir 
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‘Thomas Paine be painted, at the expense of the society, by some eminent 
selected by the council, and that the portrait be placed in the 
He observed that for forty years the council had been 


This was the first occasion on which uny solicitor, simply hecause he was a 
solicitor, had received any distinction from the Crown. It had originally 

gested that the commemoration of the event should be left to the 
council, but, upon farther consideration, it had been thought that the honour 
had been conferred upon the whole of the profession, and under these circam- 
stances it bad been thought much better that the whole soci+ty should have an 
opportunity of assisting in it, He believed the expense of painting the portrait 
by an eminent artist would be between £400 and £500. There were 4,000 
members, and 2s. 6d. or 3s. each would represent their contribution. They 
were all familiar with the president, and the courtesy and firmness with which 
be presided over their meetings, end they knew the position which he had filled 
npon the tribunal which had passed the Order whick regulated their remunera- 


Mr, Ceowner seconded the motion. 

Mr. C. Forp thought it was to be regretted that so many distinctions were 
conferred on the members of the bar on the occasion of the opening of the new 
Law Conarts, whilst the distinction, as far as the solicitors were concerned, was 
limited to the president of the society, 

Mr. J. Axperson Rose observed that some painters would doubtless paint 
the portrait for £100, but an eminent artist, Mr. Millais, say, would ask 
$2,000. In the last report of the council it stated that seventeen cases of 
vagabond solicitors had been brought before the courts of justice. That meant 
upwards of fifty hearings, and that was how the public got a notion of 
solicitors and their characters, ‘he council ought to do sumething in the 
other direction to put the society and solicitors in general right ian the eyes of 
the world, and he maintained they never had done so. Why were the society 
going to pay for a picture on account of the accident of the president baving been 
knighted—a very great honour for a very smull action? But there had been 
cases of solicitors overtaken by misfortune, and the council had trampled them 
down when they were in prison, when they were convicted of an offsace 
which was known to be the constant practice of the Government, and when a 
subscription had een raised to ameliorate their condition the council had 
refused to allow the petition to lie upon the hall table—he meant Mayer, May, 
and Edwards. The world had admitted that those sentences were iniquitously 
unjast. He (Mr. Rose) felt strongly about it, and if he were not heard in the 
a feng he would be heard by the profession else where, for print was not 


Mr, R. P. MacArnTHur moved an amendment to omit all the words after 
“That,” and substitute as follows :—‘‘ The present financial position of this 
society does not justify the expenditure of its funds upon a complimentary 

it.” The society was in debt to the extent of £32,000, and paid last 
year for interest £1,497. They were losing interest on a sum of £12,000 
which was embezzled through the admitted negligence of the council, according 
to their report of 1879, and not one man of them had ever offered to put his 
hand in his pocket and replace it. He had warned them again and again, and 
had been comparatively insulted from the other side of the table, and every- 
thing the council had brought forward had been supported by the 400 in- 
solvents of the clab who robbed the society of £1,000 a year, which would 
otherwise be paid in rent for the rooms they occupied. This was the society’s 
money they were going to spend, and when they talked of £450 for a painting 
by an eminent artist, he well knew that the cost would be nearer £4,000, 

The Vice-Presipent observed that the cost would not exceed 500 guineas, 

Mr, Macarrnur retorted that that sum would be very dear for some pictures. 
He urged that it was beyond their power to spend the society’s funds for the 
benefit of any single individaal. 

Mr. E, Beprorp took it that the knighthood was conferred as an honour 
to the solicitor branch of the profession at large. He trusted that it would be 
painted upon the frame for the benefit of future generations, that Sir Thomas 
Paine had been knighted to do hononr to the solicitor branch of the pro- 
fession, as president of the Incorporated Law Society for the year. 

Mr. Sypney Genes thought they were making too much noise about the 
matter, Were they so anxious to publish to the world that a solicitor had 
once been knighted, and they must therefore put up his picture ? 

The amendment was not seconded. 
motion was put and carried with a few dissentients, 
The Presipent then entered the room and resumed hia seat, 
The Vice-PrestDeNnT informed the president that the resolation had 
passed, and hoped he might be spared for many years to enjoy the 
dignity that bad been beatowed upon him. 

The Parsipent, in returning thanks, observed that he looked upon the 
honour which had been conferred upon bim in knighthood asa tribute to 

profession at large. It was the first time the social status of the 
wlisitor branch of the profession had been recognized on a par with that of 
the bar, and, he thought that this was dae to a great extent to the exertions 
the founders of the society and those who had preceded him in the chair, 
tad to the constant exertions of the society to raise the moral, intellectual, 
td educational status of the profession, and make it a profession of gent e- 


E 


County Courts, 
The report of the committee of the society appointed at the + nnual 
(eral meeting, held on the 7th of July, 1882, was to hava been laid before 
meeting, but the PrestpEnr stated that it was not re: dy. 


Mr. Justice Kay’s Remarks, 


resolation, he would like to say that the council had made inquiry into the 
words attributed to Mr. Justice Kay, and had good reason for believing the 
the words, which appeared in the Standard and were ied into other 
papers, were not correctly reported. They had reason to believe that what 
really fell from his lordship was to the following effect :—“ One of the 
greatest blots of our system of jurispradence is the shocking way ia which 
injaries are permitted to fall upon ianocent parties owing to the manner in 
which simple administration actions are sometimes dealt with, either 
ignorance or negligence on the part of the solicitors emgloyed.” It woald 
appear, therefore, that Mr. Justice Kay had directed his observations to the 
case which was before him, and which was considered of such little account by 
the parties that a shorthand note was not to be found. The coancil had 
used their best endeavours to get one, but none appeared to have been 
taken. Uader these circumstances he put it to Mr. Kimber whether he 
thought it worth while to go on. 

Mr. Krusee was satisfied, after what they had heard from the president, 
with the consent of the meeting to proceed no farther. He was glad that 
the notice of this motion had, at any rate, drawn an explanation from the 
judge. 

, The Presmpent.—No explanation from the learned jadge. 

Mr. Kiwper.—At any rate some explanation has reached the coungil in 
some manner after these notices ap in the public prints. 

The Presipent.—No. 

Mr. Kuweer thought that was so, because the observations were in the 
evening papers of the 13th of December. Apparently there was an unknown 
and secret conspiracy for the parpose of representing the solicitor branch of 
the profession in an inferior light. They had been told that Mr. Justice Kay 
had been misrepresented, therefore someone was responsible for an inaccurate 
report. It had been widely circulated in the evening papers and widely com- 
plained of. It said, ‘‘ One of the greatest blots of our system of jurisprudence 
is the delay caused in administration actions by the gross negligence or igno- 
rance of svlicitors. It is shocking to contemplate.” If these remarks had not 
been made by the learned judge, the least he could have done would have been 
to have written to the papers to say they were inacsurate. He would, how- 
ever, not proceed further. 

Mr. Krusee then took up the second motion ia his name, but, at a sub- 
sequent period of the meeting, several of the members stated that they had 
not understood the first motion to be withdrawn. 

Mr. Barker inquired what the council had done in the matter. 

The Presmpen? said that at the first meeting of the council after the report 
had appeared in print, their attention had been called to them, and they had 
written a letter to Mr. Justice Kay directing his attention to the report and 
inquiring whether it was correct, suggesting that it was probably incorrect 
ws that he might desire to avail himself of the earliest opportunity of putting 
himself right, A reply had been received by Mr. Justice Kay's di 

which requested to be referred to an authentic Considerable time was 
then occupied in endeavouring to obtain am authentic report, and the best 
result was a letter in a legal journal which was forwarded to Mr, Justice 
Kay just before he went on circuit, A letter had, of course, been written with 
it, and no reply had at present been received. 

Mr, Krauser said that under these circumstances he would move his resolution 
as follows:—‘“* That, while admitting that the delay in administrative actions 
in the Chancery Division is, in some cases, due to that want of acquaintance 
with practice on the part of the professional men engaged which is common 
to all professions, this society cannot admit the jostice or accuracy of Mr, 
Justice Kay’s remarks with regard to the profession generally, especially as 
that delay notoriously arises principally from the way in which business is 
conducted by the officials of the court and the immense amount of work they 
have to go through.” 

Mr, Forp seconded the motior, 

Mr. Bromuey very much donbted whether it was necessary to make so 
much noise about it. It might be safely left in the hands of the council, The 
motion ought not, however, to be disposed of by a negative. He woald, there- 
fore, move the previous question. 

Mr. F. K. Munton seconded.—Let Mr. Justice Kay have fair play. Ifhe 
could satisfy the council let him doso. I¢ would be very wrong to pass a 
resolution at this stage of the proceedings, 

Mr, Tracey thought that if he could not have given a satisfactory explana- 

tion before this there was little probability of his doing so now. The. re- 

porters ia the courts were for the most part barristers, and whenever they had 

the opportunity of putting in a remark against asolicitor they took advantage 

of it. In ex parte applications names most improperly appeared, The 

tion given by the president was not satisfactory to the meeting, and a further 

letter should be addressed to Mr. Justice Kay, asking him for an explana- 

tion, 

The previous question was put, when the votes were as follows:—For the 

previous question, 78 ; against, 93. The motion was, therefore, lost, 

Mr. Munton moved an amendment, “‘ That thie meeting hears with 

satisfaction that the council are taking steps to ascertain the correctness of 

the langaage reported to have been used by Mr. Jastice Kay, and trusts it 

will be found that no such nawarrantable imputation on the profession was 

made.” 

Mr. Gepce seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Kuwper remarked that the very fact of the council baving taken 

these steps jastified his motion. 

At the suggestion of Mr. Rosz, the word “unwarrantable” was sirack 

ont, and the amendment was then carried by a large majority. 


Insurricrency oF THE CHANCERY SraFr. 
Mr, Kiser moved : ‘That the council be requested to draw the atten- 
tion of the proper authorities to the insufficient number of chief clerks and’ 





‘Te Paxsipent observed that, before Mr. Kimber brought forward bi: 


taxing magters in the Chancery Divisiqn, and the necessity of allowing 
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orders to be drawn up by the solicitors themselves, as in bankruptcy, and 
to the evils at present arising from the taxation of costs being stopped 
during the vacation.”” He would simply refer the meeting to a letter which 
appeared in 8 legal journal a fortnight since, which pointed out that, on the 
appointment of the last taxing master, a state of things existed which could 
bear no comparison with that existing at present. If there was any jastifi- 
cation in appointing one taxing master at that time, there was greater 
justification for appointing more now. The state of business in the various 
courts of the Chancery Division was a public disgrace. Mr, Kimber then 
mentioned a number of instances of delays which bad come under his own 
observation. Since these notices of motion had appeared, certain ministers 
and judges had taken the opportunity of whitewashing the solicitor branch 
of the profession, but they did not want it; all they wanted was justice, 
In the Queen’s Bench Division, the other day, there had been several 
applications against solicitors, and these had all been reported to the 
exclusion of other business. 

Mr, Ricnarpson seconded the motion. 

Mr. Ross wished to show the intense ignorance of the judges. In regard 
to the payment of income-tax on annuitiee, there were six decisions one way 
and six the other, and on appeal it had been decided that the trustees 
and executors in an administration action, who deducted the income- 
tax, were bound to repay to the annuitant the thirty-five years of income- 
tax which they had deducted, as advised, during that time. 

Mr. Crowper observed that there could be no question of the grievance the 
public suffered, and it arose not because of eny fault of the officials, but because 
the staff was not sufficient. An improvement would, however, be greatly for 
the benefit of the solicitors, who were as much interested as the public in the 
due and speedy administration of justice and dispatch of business, They 
were kept out of their costs and incurred the censure of their clients because 
they could not hurry on the dispatch of business in quarters over which they 
had no control whatever. 

The motion was carried. 


APPLICATIONS AGAINsT SOLICITORS. 


Mr. Kn«pern moved :—‘“ That no application against a solicitor ought to be 
entertained unless upon notice of motion, supported by affidavits, and that the 
cffensive method of posting up his name, ‘ In re So-and-So, a G n,” &e., 
instead of like other motions, ‘ So-and-So v. So-and-So,’ is libellous, unfair, and 
oppressive, and treatment that no learned body of men ought to be subjected 
to.” He observed that the cases of pbysicians and barristers were heard in 
private, end asked what reason there was for placing solicitors on a different 
footing ? He mentioned the case of Mr. Greenfield, who, by having his name 
thus posted in a mere matter of taxation of costs, lost the solicitorship to a 
large company. 

Mr. Ricnarpson seconded the motion. 

Mr, Hannaet moved as an amendment to omit the word “ gentleman,” and 
to add that, “‘ where any sum exceeding any amount tendered is found due to the 
solicitor, the costs of taxation should be paid by the debtor.” 

Mr. Newman seconded the amendment. 

Mr. W. Metmora Watrers observed that if they were compelled to give 
notice — and affidavits it gis coun “ 
might tate the getting out of the way e solicitors to be pro- 
ceeded . If they gave notice of motion, supported by affidavite, 
the names of the parties would not be published to the world as a matter 
of course. In the present practice it came before tho judges without names 
being emer and, if no primd facie evidence was shown, the matter was 
at an . 

At the suggestion of several members, the motion was altered, and 
finally carried as follows :—‘‘ That no application against a solicitor ought 
to be entertained unless upon notice of motion, supported by affidavits, 
and the present method of posting up his name, ‘Jn re So-and-So a 
Gentleman,’ &c., instead of, like other motions, ‘ So-and-So v. So-and-So,’ 
is oppressive.” 

Mr, Hawnart’s amendment was put as an additional motion, and nega- 
tived by a large majority. 

REFERENCES TO ARBITRATION. 

Mr. Kiweer moved :—‘*That when causes are referred to and not 
fought, sll fees paid to counsel, with the exception of consultation fees, 
ought to be returned, and that no jury or court fees ought to be charged, 
and no case ought to be referred to which is not a matter of account unless 
by consent of the parties.” He remarked that the references to arbitration 


had become a great abuse. Recently the cause list in the City of London 
had been al broken up by the number of references to arbitration, 
and in most of the cases those references were iniquitous. He attributed 


the number of thoere references to the fact that counsel were glad of the 
fees which would arise. He adduced several instances of the oppressive 
bearing of the practice. 

A Memser seconded the motion, remarking, however, that neither the 
Council, nor the whole bodyfof solicitors, had power to,carry the resolution 
into effect. 

Mr. OspaLpestow asked Mr. Kimper to withdraw the motion. One of 
the recommendations contained in the report of the Council of the Law 
Society pointed out the grievance, which was a very great one, The 
recommendation in the report was as follows :—‘' Whilst of the 
suggestion that the ordinary mode of trial shouid be by a Judge without a 
jary, the committee recommend that, after issue joined, application should 
be made to a Judge in chambers to settle the issues of law and fact, and 
for directions as to the mode of trial, or other disposal of the action; and 


malicious tion, breach of promise of marriage, and assault. Either 
party to at liberty to appeal against any order made on such ca- 
tion.” The rules were now in course of preparation, and he believed one 


of the recommendations would be that this should be adopted. It was 
premature to consider the rule now, and unless Mr. Kimper were prepared 
to postpone {ts consideration, he should move as an amendment “ That the 
consideration of the subject-matter of the resolution be postponed until 
after the publication of the new rules of procedure.” 

Mr. Kiser consented to the postponement suggested, and the motion 
was not therefore put. 


MippiEsex REGISTRY. 
Mr. F. K. Munton called attention to the state of things at the Middle. 
sex Registry, and moved the following resolution :—‘*That, in the opinion 
of this meeting, the Middlesex officials ought to exhibit con. 
spicuously their statutory scale of fees, and that the council of this 
soclety should lend the weight of its approval to any p commen. 
ced by a member to recover back moneys taken in excess of such scale.” He 
said that, as far as the officials were concerned, he had on many occasions 
been met with politeness by them, and he was anxious to let it be known 
that he had no complaint against them. As regarded the registrars, they 
had inherited the office ; but that was no reason why the office should be 
allowed to continue, though it might be a good reason—he did not say it 
was—why the Treasury should deal with them at the proper time. Six. 
teen years ago'he had attended a meeting in the large hall to hear the 
report of the council in 1867 on the subject. The report dealt very fully 
with the matter, and the result was that a complaint was made to the 
officials, and some promise of reform was made; but from that time to the 
present the question had stood over. He asked the society whether they 
were not of opinion that the Middlesex Registry was now a firm - 
tion not likely to be done away with? He believed it was Mr. Gre 
= ape er = Len veg, belt the Bre eagle to po’ fact poe ace of 
clerks were in the habit o g to the istry and suggesting 
should only pay the fees as allowed by Act of Parliament ; bat 
appeared that the officials not only took money in excess of the proper 
amount, but that they differed to-day from what they charged ay ane 
and would differ egain to-morrow. The proper charge was, the first 
words, Is., and 6d. for every 100 words after. The Act of Parliament did 
not prescribe that there should be anything paid for the oath, but that they 
sheuld take Is. for a certain number of #, and no more. But 
that the oath was to be considered, and that they were to pay le. 6d. for 
it, a memorial of three folios would come to ls. 6d., which would make 3s. 
He asked how often any solicitor came away from the Middlesex 
having only paid that amount? They frequently paid 7s. when, at the 
most, they ought to pay 3e. If no one else would do so, he intended to 
commence an action in the proper court to recover over charges. 

Mr. Wi» seconded the motion. 

Mr. Rose asked what was the use of the Middlesex Registry Office ? 

Mr. Gregory, M.P., sald that it was correct that hie clerks had refused 
to pay the extra fees some years ago. One of his first operations in the 
House of Commons had been to being in a Bill for at the whole 

Office on a different footing, and although the Bill had 
not been successful, it had been dropped with the assurance of the Govern- 
ment of the day that the subject should be dealt with. That assurance 
had not been carried into effect, but he had been engaged in co tion 
with Mr, Osborne Morgan and Mr. Hopwood in introducing a into 
Parliament, and putting things on a more satisfactory footing. He thought 
this had had some effect on the Government, and the Government was now 
willing to do something. ‘The Attorney General had spoken to him durin 
the last session on the subject of introducing a Bill, and had been 
enough to suggest bis co-operation. He (Mr. GRecoRY) thought the motion 
was Caleulenel to do some good, and he thought it would be well if the 
council were able t> express to the Attorney-General the feeling of the 
profession, that the system of the Middlesex Registry Office should be 
amended and put on a very different footing than at present. 

The motion was carried unanimously. 

Mr. Mountow suggested that a copy of the resolutions should be sent to 
the Middlesex Registry Office. 

The Prestpent : We can communicate the substance I daresay. 
mw omens! suggested that a copy be also sent to the Attorney: 

eneral. 

The Presipent : We will bear it in mind, 


Tue Cxvs, 
Mr. James WaLTER moved :—‘* That the bye-law No, 37 as follows: 


‘The council may appropriate such parts of the soclety’s buildings as 
shall think fit e re ai rooms, subject to such regulations my: opto | 
shall approve,’ is ultra vires, and not binding on the members of the 


societ; He observed thatthe bye-law was so wide in its terms, that the 
council might appropriate the hall to the use of the club. The 
the New Law barrier 


made it highly necessary that the 
which had been erected between the Members of the society and of the 
club should be got rid of, ® 

Mr. McArtaur seconded the motion, and said that, in addition to the 
entrance fee and meres 9 oe there was the highly objectionable restriction 
of the ballot. He urged that the fact of a solicitor being thought worthy 
to be a member of the society should be his passport to mem in the 
club. They had never been able to know what of the wee 
ocoupied by the club; but, from a commercial t of view, thelr rooms 
were £1,000 a-year. Wit wenll many: lacge seein oo 
tractors pay for it? council always had the olu at thelr beck, sel 





that the action should be tried or of in the manner so directed : 
Provided that in the following cases the right of either party to a trial by 
jury shall be absolute—libel, slander, seduction, false imprisonment, 


whenever a vote was to be taken the club members, who hed 
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~ think it my duty to move the Court in the matter. 
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the arguments, came trooping in, and of course the matter was carried in 
favour of the council. He would leave the entrance fee, but there should 


be no ballot. 

Mr. Fincn, in @ long h, defended the existence of the club. The 
establishment of a social club was one of the original objects of the institu- 
tion, and it was calculated to improve the tone of the members. There 
must, of course, be a ballot, and the number of rejections in thirty years 
had not exceeded three at the outside. 

Mr, CO. Forp moved, as an amendment: ‘‘ That the whole of the soclety’s 

be, without delay, plane at the disposal of the general body of 
the members, and that the Law Club be requested to seek premises else- 
where.” By reason of the New Law Courts, the rooms would now be 
wired for the use of the members. 
. WHALE seconded the amendment. 

Mr. H. 8S. Law Hosszy (chairman of the club committee) said that Mr, 
McArthur had made a mistake in identifying the council with the club. 
Some of the council do not belong to it at all. And he had made a still 
more serious m!stake in speaking of the club as existing by the tacit con- 
sent of the society, It had existed from the formation of the society. 
After the new build were completed a report had been made to the 

meeting, which expressly mentioned the —— of rooms to 
use of the club, and the report had been adopted at the generai meet- 

3 therefore there was far more than a tacit recognition of its 
existence. Jn 1875, at the annual general meeting, it was moved by Mr. 

8, and seconded by Mr. J. H. Boulton, that the committee should 
not henceforth permit the use of any = of the building by the clerke, 
and the motion had been negatived. bye-laws had been settled in 
1862 by council. The entrance-fee was very low, and during thirty-five 
years only two candidates had been excluded. 

Mr. Rosk asked, if the club was to be turned out would the members of 
the society pay its debts? Some time the club was nearly £5,000 to 
the bad, a heavy whip had to be le. How could it possibly there- 
fore exist on the £2 subscriptions of the members of the society ?- 

Mr. Day said that he, with others, had purchased shares when the 
society was a joint-stock company, and had surrendered on the under- 
ts the club would always form a part of the institution. 

Mr. W. M. Watrers sald the club had always formed a part of the 
institution ; 1¢ had been provided for by the charters, and bye-laws were 

y laid down respecting it. 

. RICHARDSON ted that the question should be referred to a 
special committee, with a view of reporting as to the best practical mode of 
gr the a a3 4 = to the ga —— ena 

. LUMLEY whether the property occu the clu 
to the society or to the club? _ 

The PRESIDENT replied that it belonged to the general members of the 
society, Mr. McArthur had assumed that the council and the club were 
i cal. As a matter of fact, he himself, and he believed the majority 
of the council, did not belong to the club. 
ye o— a was put, when the numbers were—for the amendment, 

> ? 

Mr, McARTHvR objected to the members of the club being permitted to 


vote. 
ng PRESIDENT raled that every member of the society was entitled to 


Mr. C. Forp was understood to ask for a poll, but the demand did not 
to reach the ears of the President, 
. Forp: I ask you to take a note that I demand a poll, and I shall 


The ws was put, with the following result—for the motion, 50; 


Mr. WALTERS moved, and it was seconded: ‘That it is expedient to 
alter and the terms and expressions used in said bye-law 37, and to 
mitigate the terms of the regulations under which the club rooms are at 
present occupied.” 

On ~~ motion being put, 32 hands were held up in its favour, and 61 


t. 
. C, Ford, who had given notice of a number of questions, with the 
of the meeting, withdrew them. 

Mr, W. P, W. Puitiimore had given notice that, aye in view the 
inconvenience caused to members by the hall and library being frequently 
closed, he would move that bye-law 33 be amended or altered by prefixing 
toit the words :—‘'The hall and library shall be open to members every 
day (except on Sundays, Christmas-day, Good Friday, and days of public 

thanksgiving), and . . . ” And by adding to it at the end 
the words :—‘' The council may also, during Vacation time, entirely close 
the hall or library for such period as may be requisite for repairing or 
sleaning the same respectively.” 

At the request of Mr. Phillimore they were aliowed to stand over till 
the next general meeting. 

A vote of thanks to the President, moved by Mr. P, Rickman, and 
seconded by Mr. McArruur., terminated the proceedings. 





THE WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCOR. 
PORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee of the eociety : 
=The present number of members is 60 as against 59 last year. The 
®mmitree have pleasure in being able to state that the president of ths sociery 
Wes in October last again elected sn extraordinary member of the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom for the then ensuing 


above General Order was issued in July last by four of the five members of 
the tribunal appointed for that purpose under the provisions of the Solicitors’ 
Rerauneration Act, and came into operation on the 1st of January, 1883. Your 
committee have given a great deal of time and attention to the i 

of a matter so important to the profession, and they were represented by the 
president at several meetings of the Associated Provincial Law Societies and of 
the Couneil of the Incorporated Law Society held on the subject. The 
division of the remaneration on sales and purchases into two parts, one for 
negotiating a sale by private contract or for conducting a sale by auction, and 
the other for the conveyancing work proper, does not commend its:If to the 
judgment of the committee, inasmuch as it is not the general custom in this 
district, nor, as the committee believe, in the greater part ot England, for 
solicitors to negotiate sales or purchases or conduct sales by auction. Resolu- 
tions to this effect passed by the committee were laid the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies, and before the Council of the In ted Law 
Society. The Council of the Incorporated Law Society appear to have taken 
a similar view of the Order in this respect, and made certain suggestions to the 
tribunal, which would to a great extent have met the views of your committee, 
but their suggestions were not adopted, and the president of the Incorporated 
Law Society therefore abstained from joining in the Order. Your committee 
feel that the remuneration allowed by the 1st Schedule for conveyancing work 
proper, apart from the commission allowed for negotiation or conducting sales, 
is inadequate, and as by rale 2 the solicitor is not entitled to charge the 
commission for conducting a sale by auction if the auctioneer is paid as is now 
the practice by a commission, it will (they conceive) be necessary to make an 
alteration in the practice in this respect, and pay th> aactioneer by @ fee on a 
principle similar to that prevailing in Liverpool »": 1 Manchester, and upon the 
practice of which places the Order seems t> have been framed. In other 
respects your committee consider that the Order will be generally acceptable, 
not only to the profession, but to the public, and they would strongly urge 
upon the members of this society that it is in the highest degree desirable in 
the interests of solicitors that the scale of remuneration allowed by the Order 
should be adhered to, and as a matter of professional etiquette should not be 
departed from, save under special circumstances. 

Probate Duties.—The committee have had under their consideration the 
great inconvenience of the system lately adopted, under which executors 
and administators are obliged, prior to obtaining probate or letters 
of administration, to give particulars of the estates similar to those 
required on passing a residuary account, a practice which occasions much delay 
and expense, especially in cases where there are disputed claims, or any 
part of the estate to be administered is not in England, and your committee 
are of opinion that executors and administrators should have the option 
of adopting either the old form of affidavit, or the new one, as the circum- 
stances of each case may require, The committee are glad to state that the 
subject is now under the consideration of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, and the views of your committee on the matter have been com- 
municated to them. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


There was @ large attendance of members on Tuesday last (30th ult.), 
when the society discussed the important question—‘‘ That the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, will not conduce to the true interests of 
married women,” which Mr. F. K. Munton opened in the affirmative. 
Messrs, W. F. Barry, W. Bartlett, Vanderpump, Napier, Hurst, Richard- 
son, Sargeant, Stanley, Lloyd Jones, and Skelton took part in the interest- 
ing and instructive debate which followed, On the question beiag pat it 
was negatived by the narrow majority of two votes. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, 


A meeting of this society was held at Clement's Inn Hall, on Wednesday, 
24th January, when the chair was taken by Mr. Templar. The subject for 
debate was—‘‘That railways ought to be acquired by the State,” which 
was opened in the affirmative by Mr. Jenke, Mr, Richardson supported 
the motion, and Messrs, Spence and Goodall opposed. The opener then 
replied and the chairman summed up, and the motion, on being pat to the 
meeting, was lost by a majority of three votes, In future the ordinary 
meetings of this society at Clements’ Inn Hall, will commence at 7 p.m. 
precisely, 


LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION, 


The second meeting of the session of this association was held on Monday 
evening last, the 29th ult., Mr. J. W. Thompson, B.A., solicitor in the chair. 
After the formal business had been disposed of, Mr, J. W. Simpson, in the 
absence of Mr. J. Holt, opened the affirmative of the question appointed for 
discussion, which was, “ A. commits a felony, can B., the injured party: bring 
an action against him for the civil injury, before prosecuting him for the 
crime?” Mr. H. B. Kent followed, ia support of the negative, and, on the 
debate being declared open, a discussion ensued, in which Mesars. 
Birkett, Cameron, Bromfield, and Thornely supported the affirmative, and 
Messrs, Calder, McKenna, E. W. Pierce, and H. Wright, the negative, 
Both the openers having replied, the question was put to the meeting and 
decided in favour of the negative by a majority of four. There were tweaty- 
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LEEDS LAW_STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The first ordinary meeting of the second half of this society's seventh 
eeesion wac held st the Law Institute, Leeds, on Monday, the 29th of 
January, when J. W. Addyman, Esq, solicitor, was in the chair, and a 
debate took place on the following subject :—‘‘ A. wae employed by a ship- 
owner to paint a ship; B. was employed by the shipowner to erect a 
staging round the ship for the purpose of the painting. Owing to a defect 
in the staging, A. fell and was injored. Can A. maintain an action for 
damages sgainet B.?” Mr, P. H. Senior, supported by Mr. E. A. Braim, 
maintained that an action for tort would lie, whilst Mr. J. McGuire, 
supported by Mr. W. Foster, argued in the negative, and, after an able 
summing up by the chairman, a large majority expressed aesent with their 
views. A vote of thanks to Mr. Addyman concluded the proceedings. 
There were seventeen ordinary members present, 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

The annual dinner of this society was held on Friday evening, January 
26. The President for the ensuing year (the Solicitor-Genera!, Sir Farrer 
Herschel], Q.C., M.P.) ocoupied the chair, and Mr. E. 0. Smith (Town 
Clerk of Birmingham) the vice-chair. 

After the toast of “The Queen and Royal Family” had been given, and the 
annnal reports read, 

The Soriciror-GEeNERAL delivered an address, He said he had, after 
reflection, come to the conclusion that the best thing he could do in address- 
irg a body of students of the law way to give them some hinte—probably 
trite and common-place, but, after all, derived from one’s practical acquaint- 
ance—with reference to the study of the law and the practice of the pro- 
fessiov. He urged them toe endeavour to grasp principles rather than 
mastering details. There were many details it was essential for them to 
know; but of this he was certain, that none of them, be bis memory ever so 
retentive, could hope to possess himself of all the details of every branch of 
the law. Therefore they should strive ever to grasp the leading principler, 
and around them togroup some of the leading details. There had, no doubt, 
sometimes been extraordinary men who bad s wonderful grasp of legal 
principlee, and alsoa marvellous knowledge of detail. There was no more 
remarkable instance than thatof Mr. Justice Willes. On the other hand, 
be had known men who had a reputation as learned lawyers, not unjustly 
acquired, who, nevertheless, were the most useless men he had encountered. 
Other men seemed to resemble an old curiosity shop, fall of every possible 
variety of antique things arranged in no sort of order, but never able to fiod 
\ what was wanted. He did not hesitate to say that any man who grasped 
| @ few general principles well would be & far more capable lawyer 

ttan. he who bad a mass of detail without knowing how to get 

hold of it. While it was essential that they shonld master their own legal 
system before any foreign system, sti!l the advantage was enormous of 
possessing a knowledge of other systems of law than their own, which yet 
had certain great general principles in common. By so doing they learned 
better to seize intelligently the general principles of their own system of 
jorisprudence. He furtber urged the importance of the cultivation of moral 
qualities in connection with the profession of the law. One of the distin- 
guishing characteristics of the lawyer should be transparent honesty and 
trustworthiness. The popalar idea of the Jawyer was that he was a sort of 
cunning, crafty individual, always seeking by some particolar sharp device 
to outwit his neighbour, to profit himself, and todo mischief to everybody 
elee, It was generally in this aspect that the lawyer was represented on the 
stage. He did not believe that thie was true representation of the class 
at all. On the contrary, be believed it to be # gross libel upon them. No 
doubt, amongst the large numbers of the legal profession, such individuals 
were to be found. He bad known them himself in occasional instances. 
Therefore be should urge every lawyer entering hie profession to avoid as 
be would the plague the earniog the reputation of being very sharp. There 
was 8 temptation to be sharp among young practitioners, so as to excel in 
the profession early, and get cliente. It might be an advantage to some to 
have this early sharpness, but in his experience he bad seen men of 
remarkable sharpness who were over sharp, who made wonderful strides in 
their profession, who soon got into practice from clients, and who made 
shipwreck of their and prospects by means of this very sharpness. 
The cleverness by which they bad at firat made their way hed made the 
path they trod all the more difficult to succeed ultimately. There wasa 
line st which this sharpness should be drawn, and he believed the best way 
to ascertain when one had arrived at that point was to put to one’s self the 
question, *‘ Ifthe device Iam about to use sgainst my opponent were used 
sgsinst me, what would be my frameof mind?” The work of an advocate 
was & most responsible one, and one of the most important branches of it 
was that of cross-examination, Advocates were endowed with enormous 
power, and they ought to have a ing sense of the gravity of the 
power thus placed in their bande. Advocates should exercise this right, 
feeling in @ measure that the honour of the profession were in their 
hands. It was a right end @ power which might be cruelly abused. 

The tewptations to abuse the power were enormous, A litigant was always 

seady to ds bis opponent, and was generally reckless how he damaged 
him, end if sdvocates were to make themselves the ministers and tools of 
their clients to put such questions as they chose, be confessed they would 
often err in their doty, He therefore advised all young advocates never to 
pot a question that was likely 10 damage the character of a person in cross- 
«xsminstion unless he were thoroughly convinced that the question bore on 
the esse, snd would be of advantage to bis case. In conclusion, he 
the health of the Birmingham Law Students’ Society, and wished it all 


Mr. D. T. Jerrrey, hon. secretary, responded, 
Mr, CuamBerzain, M.P., in proposiog the toast of “The Bench and the 
Bar,” said: I have undertaken the task of proposing this toast with pleasure 
and confidence, feeling sure that such a toast will receive in this assembly a 
hearty reception. The bench, it appears to me, is somewhat conspicuous by 
its absence, and under these circumstances I shall beable te speak more freely 
than I might otherwise have been concerning its merits. The bench covers, 
and is no doubt intended to cover, a very wide field. It irclades every 
grade in the hierarchy of jadicial administration, from that august aseembly 
the House of Lords, sitting in its gilded chamber as the highest conrt of 
appeal, down to the last and the least of those copaid and comparatively 
onlearned magistrates, who, in petty sessions throughout the country, 
manage to combine a great deal of common sense with very little legal 
knowledge. It is the habit of some people to sneer at the justices of the 
peace, to talk of ‘‘ justices’ justice,” and I think they are apt to under. 
eatimate the nature of the services which are so freely rendered. For my 
own part, when I think that there are thousands of men who are engaged 
without any remuneration in magisterial work, when they decide every year 
hundreds of thousands of cases in the fierce light of public opinion, and 
subject to the keen scrntiny of a free press, I confess that the few cases of 
unfairness and even of folly which are brought to our notice seem 
to be altogether exceptional, and that they ought to be taken as 
a proof of the’ general impartiality and good sense with which 
difficult and delicate duties are being performed. I have no doubt that 
drinking the toast you are thinking rather of the judges than of the justices, 
and I must say that I think we have cause to be thankful that, in this country 
at least, and for many generations, the name of an English judge is a synonym 
for impartiality, independence, and integrity. Wherever justice depends tipon 
the caprice of despotic authority, or is swayed by popular clamour, there you 
can have no sufficient guarantees for the liberties of the people. Where it is 
bought and sold, the very foundations of civilized government are undermined, 
A firm and an upright and a just interpretation of the law is absolutely neces. 
sary if the law itself is to be generally respected. ‘Therefore, I say we bave 
reason to be gratified that by long and honourable and almost unbroken tradi- 
tion the English benvh has created and maintained a confidence in its authority 
and its decisions which has given stability to our institutions, and promoted 
that security and settled order upon which the prosperity and progress of this 
country mainly depends, In coming to the second part of my toast I may 
remark that from the honourable profession of the bar the bench of which I 
have been speaking is almost entirely recruited. It is popularly said that 
every French soldier has a marsbal’s d4¢on in his pocket. And in the same 
way 2 briefless barrister may yet aspire, yet look forward to the time when he 
is Lord Chancellor of this great kingdom, and 


Sits in state in his court all day, 
Giving agreeable girls away. 


The bar strikes me as the most Democratic of all professions—merit, industry, 
and ability are the passports—the unfailing passports—to success. Nowhere 
has birth or station or inherited advantages less influence than it has in connec- 
tion with bis career. I do not think that, speaking io this assembly, where, as 
far as I can jadge, the lay element is represented by a minority of one—it 
will be necessary at any Jength to defend the profession against the prejudice 
to which it is sometimes exposed. You have said, Mr. President, 
that someone had the audacity to complain, even to you, that 
there are too many lawyers in the House of Commons. I do 
pot ventare to adopt that opinion, but I recognize its existence 
The prejudice of which it is an illustration exists in every nation, at all 
times, and concerns every branch of the profession. Nor does it apply to 
barristers alone. You may perhaps recollect what Dr. Johnson said once of an 
opponent, as to whom he permitted himself to observe that, although he should 
be sorry to calumniate any man, he believed the gentleman in question was 
an attorney. And lawyers have been subject to unmanly gibes. The jest 
books are fuller of them than of any other class of the community, and they 
have, as you bave eaid, given more villains to the stage and to fiction than any 
other of our fellow-subjects. Speaking asa layman, alone and unprotected in 
this assembly, I tender you my respectful sympathy, I feel that yon are the 
martyrs of a misconception which has blinded the public to your merits. The 
world does not know its greatest benefactors, and when it ought to be erecting 
statues and — garlands in your honour it satisfies itself with simply 
taxing your costs. I don’t know whether you are aware that one-half of the 
world tried to do without you altogether; unsuccessfally I need scarcely say. 
Bat when Spain firet colonized America, there came from every one of the new 
settlements petitions to the mother country, begging that no lawyers should be 
allowed to come ont; because, as these petitions observed, ‘‘ the colonisté 
desired to f o-yrvenon themselves and to live in peace, Whereas by the malice 
of men and the introduction of scriveners the prosperity of these new regions 
would be jeopardized,” In spite of the most stringent prohibitions lawyers 
had not been wanting in the new world, I don’t know whether they bave 
grown there spontaneously, or whether they were smuggled in, but in any cas? 
the profession has had many and admirable representutives. I only 

this historical incident in order to prove what must be to most 
of you w well-known fact, that lawyers are an indispensable 
adjunct of civilization. As the poet says of naturex It is no use attempting 
to get rid of them. Descending from these general consid 

to more particular reflections, I am bound to say in all seriousness 
that I think the history of this country would) lose very greatly, 
and be infinitely the poorer, if we could strike from it the work of 
the lawyers. Nos to speak of the labours of such illustrious men as M 

and Selwyn, Romily and Brougham, I may remind you that John Hampdes 
himself was a lawyer, and defended his own cause in the King’s Exchequer 








sgainst the imposition of ship money, while Canning and Burke and meat 
others of our wort distinguished statesmen gnd legislators, they 
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not actively pursue the profession of the law, nevertheless disciplined their 
minds by etudy, and founded themselves upon an accurate and intimate know- 
ledge of its principles and practice. wyers, at many critical 8 in 
our history, have been the champions of the rights of the peaple, and the 
defenders of their liberties, They have been foremost in resistance to the 
unconstitutional encroachments of authority ; they have been among the 
wisest and the strongest of the reformers—of those who have advocated and 
carried and beneficent reforms. Under those circumstances we are 
not likely, I hope, to think ill of lawyers as a class, and I give you with the 
greatest respect ‘‘The Bench and the Bar,” and bespeak for the toast a hearty 
and cordial response. 

Mr. N. NatHan responded. 

Mr. Jenkin Brown next proposed, ‘‘The Birmingham Law Society.” 
In doing s0 he bore testimony to the help which that society gave the law 
atndents of the town. 

Mr, J. J. Horton, in responding, said the society had now been in exis- 
tence for sixty years, and during these years it had striven to fulfil the 
purpose for which it was formed—to aid in the pure administration and 
amendment of the law. 

The Town CuEeRk, in proposing “the President,” remarked that they 
were not only met to do honour to an able and accomplished lawyer, but they 
hed a deep debt of gratitude to pay to him for his great kindness in coming 
to Birmingham at this busy season of the year to deliver so able and in- 
structive an addrese as that to which they had listened. 

The PRESIDENT, in acknowledging the toast, seid there was no ore who 
more felt how much the branch to which he belonged owed to the other 
branch, Whatever they might be able todo as advocates it would be im- 
possible for them in any d to hope to do justice or to bring about 
justice, unless they had the able assistance of the other branch. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE LUNACY ORDERS, 1883. 


I, Roundell Esrl of Selborne, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 
intrasted by virtue of Her Majesty the Queen’s Sign Manual with the care 
and commitment of the custody of the persons and estates of persons found 
idiot, lunatic, or of unsound mind, with the advice and assistance of the 
Right Honourable Sir George Jessel, Master of the Rolls, and the Right 
Honourable Sir Richard Baggallay, the Right Honourable Sir William 
Baliol Brett, the Right Honourable Sir Heory Cotton, the Right Honour- 
able Sir Nathaniel Lindley, and the Right Honourable Sir Charles Synge 
Christopher Bowen, the Lords Justices of Appeal also intrusted as aforesaid, 
and with the concurrence of the Lords Commissioners of Her Majesty’s 
Treasury, and by virtue and in exercise of the powers or authorities in this 
behalf vested in me by the Lunacy Regulation Acts, 1853 and 1862, and 
the Courts of Justice (Salaries and Funds) Act, 1869, and the Court of 
Chancery (Funds) Act, 1872, and of every other power or authority 
enabling me in this behalf, hereby, as to all the fo Orders, except 
that numbered 7, order as follows, and we, Charles Cecil Coates and 
Herbert John Gladstone, being two of the Lords Commissioners of Her 
Majesty's Treasury, with the concurrence of the Lord Chancellor, and by 
virtue and in exercise of the powers or authorities in this behalf vested in 
us by the Courts of Justice (Salaries and Funds) Act, 1869, and the ee 
Court of Judicature Act, 1861, and of every other power or authority 
Eales us in this behalf, heraby, as to she Order numbered 7, order as 

lows :— 

1. The General Orders in Lunacy dated the 7th November, 1853, the 3rd 
July, 1854, the 12th January, 1855, the let August, 1856, the 8th Novem- 
her, 1856, the 7th November, 1862, the 10th February, 1866, the 10th 
January, 1870, the 30th May, 1873, and the 22nd December, 1874, are 
hereby discharged as from the date of these Orders, and these Orders are 
hereby substituted therefor. To the extent to which these Orders are in- 
consistent with the Chancery Funds Consolidated Rules, 1874, those rules 
are deemed to be hereby varied or repealed, and so far as these 
ate to the powers and duties of the Paymaster-General or the 
the se matters in of which rules are by section 18 
of Chancery (Fands) Act, 1872, anthorised to be made, these 
an ra be deemed to be rules —_ under that mee . 

proceedings are to carried on according to the pro- 

Pinces Oidtone so far as practicable, and subject thereto ing 

the practice heretofore subsisting. and, in case of doubt as to the mode 

are, in such of the modes id as the Masters in Lunacy shall 

and the provisions of these Orders shall be subject to variation by 

{in any case, and shall be applicable only where there may be 

00 express directions given by any s rder concerning any of the 

provided for in these O; or eo far as such directions may not 

d. In all matters not provided for by these Orders the mode of pro- 
mapebeions 5a tenon. Sean etinna tp be reayane. é ae 

Orders the following words have the several mean ereby 

them over and above their several ordinary meanings, unless 

there be something in she subject or context repugnant to such constrac- 


«Words importing the singular number only include the plural, aud 
_ Words importing the masouline gender only include the feminine 
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Ute 
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icf 
sf 


FG. 


ment of the custody of the persons and estates of idiots, lunatics, and 
Th Masters” includes the Masters in Lanacy antag 

‘ e ” 4 

** Next of kin” includes heir or heirs at law, alao the or per- 
sons who would be entitled to the lunatic’s estate, or to thereof, 
under the statutes for the distribution of the effects of intestates, in case he 

page includes Her Majesty's Paymaster-General 

: ‘a a er Maj s Pa 
for the time being and the Assistant Paymaster-General for 
ness for the time being deputed by the Paymaster-General to act on his 
behalf for Chancery business. 

‘The Bank” means the Bank of England, or the Governor and Company 
“Ey petkenereeiieg to Conatnnanll Estate, his appointment 

he ons respectiag the Comm e 
ccscenin, papuneai allowances, and matters of the like nature, are 
to be deemed to extend as far as they may be applicable mutatis mutandis 
to the case of a receiver. 

4. Where in these Orders or in a special Order a limited time from and 
after a date or event is appointed or allowed for doing any act or taking 
any proceeding. the computation of the limited time is not to include the 

it 


£ 


day of the date or of the happening of the event, but is to commence at 
the beginning of the next fo! a and the act or is to be 
done or taken at the latest on the day of the limited time according to 


this computation. 

5. Where, according to these orders ora'special order, the time for 
any act or taking any proceeding expires on a Sunday or on a day on 
which the offices are closed, and by reason thereof the act or 
cannot be done or taken on that day, the act or proceeding 
regards the time of doing or taking the same, to be held to be 
taken if done or taken on the Monday next following or on 
which the offices next open, as the case may be. 

6. The power of the judge and masters to enlarge or abridge 
for doing pa act or taking any proceeding upon such (if ony) terms 
So bin of tiisen soem axgodiaah fo to ho dosaed wanieen y these 

7. The of Registrar in Lunacy as at present constituted 
abolished og tind the date of these Orders, and the clezks at 
these Orders employed in his office are hereby transferred to 
office, where they shall perform such duties as the masters may 
to time direct. 

8. For the purpose of the duties required to be performed by 
trar in Lunacy under sections 92, 100, and 101 of the Lunacy 
Act, 1853, the senior master for the time being, or in his absence, 
master, shall henceforth be and act as Registrar in Lunacy, and all 
duties heretofore performed by the Registrar in or the bere Sach 
office shall be performed by the masters or the clerks in their in 
addition to the duties heretofore performed by them, except that the 
sent masters shall not be bound to attend in court upon the hearing of 
matter in lunacy, but so long as the present masters shall Pre aren 
office that duty shall be performed on their behalf by the or 
one of the clerks in the master’s office as the Lord Chancellor 
time to time direct. Such one of the clerks in the 
Lord Chancellor may from time to time direct shall be 
with the duty of drawing up Orders in Lanacy. 


iH 


eg 
BE 


r Hite 
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f 
AP 
fit 


2 J peyrey affidavits, Saat oe — other documents 
which are by the Lunacy Regulation or Orders or practice ia 
Lunacy hitherto in force, required to be brought into or filed in the office 


of the Registrar in Lunacy shall be brought into or 
masters. 
10. Such office copies of Orders in Lunacy 


4 

ti 
i 
5 § 


made evidence by sections 100 and 101 of the Lunacy Act, 1853, 
and section 29 of the Lunacy Regulation Act, 1862, be by the 
master acting as registrar under these orders, and stamped the seal 
of the Registrar's office as heretofore. 

11. The masters shall be provided with an official stamp or seal for the 


authentication of Orders, Certificates, and other di 


ll 
l 


ments therein. 

12. Office copies of Orders fn Lan to be signed by the 
master acting as gu under these and stamped with the seal 
of his office, and office coples of certificates of the masters 


i 
a 


stamped with the seal of the registrar's office, shall 


Paymaster-General, and all other persons, and the bank, in the same man- 
ner as heretofore. In the case of Orders ia Lunacy for the sale, transfer, 


i 
i 


or delivery of securities in court, the master acting as registrar 


Orders shall certify under his hand what securities are to be sold, trans- 
ferred, or deli in pursuance of such Orders, bat no certificate shall be 
issued except on the production of an office of the Order. 

13. Orders made in lunacy only, Qsowis te Gy tho wtentiacn, chal not be 


: 


required to be passed or entered with the Registrars of 
sion of the High Court of Juatice or of the Court of Appeal. 
14. Rules 15 and 16 of the Chancery Fands Consolidated Rales, 
shall, so far as possible, extend to and include Orders in to be acted 
on by the Paymaster-General, drawn prin 
thereof shall be exclusively under the direction and control of the maaters, 
ancl ene’ Shaan cheis be entered oe master 

these Orders in the manner in w 


? 


en we Orders in writing to be acted on by the 
15. An office copy of every Order in paar eed hin ay Sede Bt 
master- 





“The Judge” includes the Lord Chancellor and the Judge or Judges for 
the time being tntrusted by the Sign Manual with the pe bye. ody 
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Certificate of a Master to be acted on by the Paymaster-General, shall be 
transmitted by the Masters to the Chancery Audit Office. 

16. The Masters may communicate personally with the Judge with 
regard to all matters referred to them or pending before them, and they 
shall, when requested so to do, attend the Judge to give any information 
or assistance he may require. 

17. All matters not which require to be brought before the 
Judge, other than petitions under the Trustee Acte, 1850 and 1852, shall be 
brought before the Judge out of Court. But the Judge may order any such 
matter to be adjourned into Court, or (if he shall think it necessary) to be 
brought before on petition. 

18. The rng I sitting in chambers, may direct any matter to be 
heard in open and any matter may be adjourned from consideration 
in open Court into chambers. 


PROCEEDINGS RESPECTING THE INQUISITION, 

19. The notice to an alleged lunatic of the presentation of a Petition for 
inquiry is to be by service on him of a copy of the Petition, with a notice 
thereon indorsed, by the Petitioner or his solicitor, in the form I. in 
the Schedule hereto, with such variations as circumstances ni 

20. The notice to an alleged lunatic of a of the Commissioners in 

Lunacy under section 54 of the Lunacy tion Act, 1853, is to be in 
the form II. in the Schedule hereto, with such variations as cireumstances 
may require. 
21. A notice under either of the two last preceding Orders is to be 
served on the all lunatic by being delivered to him personally, or 
where personal cannot be effected, or it is inexpedient to effect per- 
sonal service, then by being delivered to some adult inmate at the dwelling- 
house or usual or last known place of abode of the alleged lunatic within 
the jurisdiction, and an affidavit of service, stating particularly the time 
and place and mode of service, and where there has not been al ser- 
vice, the grounds of such service not having been made, is to be filed with 
the Masters 


22. The notice to be given by an alleged lunatic for demanding a jury 
may be‘in the form III. in the Schedule hereto, with such variations as 
circumstances may require. 

(Zo be continued next week.) 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Latmer Jonn pz VERE DaR.ineTon, solicitor, of Bradford, has been 
appointed Vice-Consul at Bradford for the United States of America. Mr. 
Darlington was admitted a solicitor in 1872. He is also vice-consul for 
Spain. 

Mr. Richasp WittiamM C1iAreNce Hatss, solicitor, of 61, Cheapside, and 
17, Old Burlington-street, bas been elected Chairman of the Coal, Corn, and 
Finanee Committee of the Common Council of London. Mr. Halse is a 
common councilman for Cheap Ward. He was admitted a solicitor in 1860. 

Mr. Wriu1am Price Hucues, solicitor, of Worcester, who has been elected 
President of the Worcester and Worcestershire Incorporated Law Society for 
the ensuing “year, was admitted a solicitor in 1859. He is coroner for the 

i Division of Worcestershire. 

Mr. Pamir Henry Minsuatt, solicitor, of Oswestry, Llangollen, and 
Llandudno, bas been elected Clerk to the Llangollen School Board, on the 
resignation of his partner, Mr. Joseph Parry Jones. Mr. Minshall was 
admitted a solicitor in i873. 

Mr. Tuomas Brann, solicitor, of 10, Basingball-street, has been elected 
Chairman of the Epping Forest Committee of the Common Council of London. 
Mr. Beard is a common councilman for Bassishaw Ward, and he has served 
the office of under-sheriff of the city of London. He was admitted a solicitor 
in 1858, and he is in partnership with his sons, Messrs. Walter James Westcott 
Beard and Thomas George Beard, 

Mr. Joun Nicnoras Mason, solicitor, of 32, Gresham-street, bas been 
elected Chairman of the Officers and Clerks’ Committee of the Common 
Council of London, Mr. Mason is a common councilman for Cheap Ward. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1851. 

Mr. Frepericx Potiock, barrister, who has been elected to the Corpus 
Professorship of Jurisprudence in the University of Oxford, on the resignation 
of Sir Heory James Sammer Maing, is the eldest son of Sir Frederick Pollock, 
baronet, and grandson of Lord Chief Baron Pollock. He was born in 1845, 
He was educated at Eton, and was formerly fellow of Trinity College, 
Cambridge, where he graduated as senior Chancellor’s medallist and second 
classic, and also as @ senior optime in 1867. He was called to the bar at 
Linooln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1871, and he practises in the Chancery Division. 
Mr. Poilock was elected last year to the professorship of jurisprudence at 
University College, London. 

Mr. Cuantes Evwarp Maruews, solicitor and notary (of the firm of 
Mathews & Smith), of Birmingham, has been appointed Solicitor to the 
Birmingham School Board. Mr. Mathews was admitted a solicitor in 1856, 

Mr. Antuur Gopizz, solicitor (of the firm of Wragge, Evans, Holliday, & 
Godlee), of Birmingham, has been appointed Solicitor to the Company of - 
prietors of the Birmingham Canal Navigations. Mr. Godlee was itted a 
solicitor in 1874, 

Mr. Anruur Hay Srewant Rew, barrister, has been appointed Professor 
of Law at the Muir Central College, Allahabad. Mr. was educated at 
Harrow and at Trinity Hall, Cambridge, and he was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1874, 





Mr, Wri11am Patrezy Burret, barrister, who has been appointed 
British Consul at Port Said, was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Michaelmas Term, 1865. He has been for several years vice-consul at Con. 
stantinople, and assistant judge of the British Supreme Consular Court of 
Turkey. 

DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 
Txomas Bowks and Ricuarp TxHomas Hert, solicitors, Darliogton (Bowes 
& Hett). December 30. [ Gazette, January 26,] 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Stock Companizs. 
Lruirzp In CHANCERY. 

Castie Srzzt anp Iron Worxs Company, Limirzp.—By an order made by Chitty, J., 
dated Jan 16, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Gregory and Co, Bed. 
ford row, agents for Downing and Handcock, Cardiff, solicitors for : 

Crayton anp Company, Limitep.—Petition for winding up, presented Jan 25, directed 
to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Feb 3, Ashurst and Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for 
the petitioner 

Estates ayy Buriprve Improvement AND Investment Association, Limirsp.— 
Petition for winding up, presented Jan 24, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on 
Feb 3. Hindson Miller and Vernon, Moorgate st, solicitors for the petitioner 

Everxa Nzevapa Sitver Miniye Company, Liuitepv,—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 24, directed to be heard before onitty, J.,on Feb 3. Beall and Co, Queen 
Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioner : 

JENKINSON aND Day, Luwirzp.—Bacon, V.C., has fixed Feb 6 at 12 at his chambers for 
the appointment of an official liquidator 

Merrsexy Woop Worxine Company, Liuirsp.—Petition for windin) UPy, presented 
Jan 13, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Jan 26. Rutter, Clifford’s inn, solici- 
tor for the petitioners 

Nzw Txarsis Sutpxur Company, Limrtep.—Bacon, V.C., has, by an order dated Jan 
18, appointed William Waddell, 1, Queen Victoria st, to be official liquidator 

Nort Oorzeum Gotp Mrinine Company, Limtep.—Kay, J., has, by an order dated 
Dec 13, appointed Henry John Leslie, 4, Coleman st, to be official liquidator, 
Creditors are required, on or before Feb 27, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Mar 14 at 12 is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Patent TUNNELLING AND MintnG Macuine Company, Lrurrep.—Petition for wind- 
ing uP: presented Jan 25, directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on Feb 3, Nickinson 
and Co, Chancery lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

Russra Copper Company, Limitsp.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated Jan 16, 
it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the above company be continued. 
Lake and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn, solicitors for the petitioners 

Simons Rzer Consonmpatep Gotp Murine Corporation, Limitep.—By an order 
made by Fry, J., dated Dec 1, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
— Frarc ea be continued. Gush and Phillips, Finsbury circus, solicitors for 

e petitioners 

Sremen’s Patent Gas Ligut Company, Limirep.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Jan 24, directed to be heard before Chitty, J.. on Feb3. Beall and Co, Queen Vic- 
toria st, solicitors for the petitioner 

[ Gazette, Jan. 26.] 


AGRICULTURAL AND Genera Enoinererinc Company, Limirep.—Creditors are 
required, on or before Feb 23, to send their names and addresses and the icular 
of their debts or claims to Woodley Smith, Budge row, Cannon st. March 9 at llis 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Bacvur Corron Mitt ayp Minine Company, Limirep.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Jan 29, directed to be heard before Fry, J.,on Feb9. Torr and Co, 
row, agents for Eastwood, Todmorden, solicitors for the petitioners 

Dywevor Inon anp Tin Piats Company, Limitzp.—Chitty, J., has, by an order dated 
~~ a, appointed Edward Gustavus Clarke, Albion chmbrs, Bristol, to be official 

iq or 

Furiers Earta anp Sis1ca Company, Liwitzp.—By an order made by Chitty, J., 
dated Jan 12, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Chitty, J., has fixed 
Thursday, Feb 8 at 11 at his chambers for the appointment of an official liquidator 
of the company. Wild, Brown, and Wild, Ironmonger lane 

Gxorcr Drover anv Company, Limitsp.—By an order made by Pearson, J., dated 
Jan 22, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Vallance and Vallance, Essex st, Strand, solicitors for the petitioners 

Great Western (Forzst or Dean) Coat Consumers’ Company, Limrtep.—By an order 
made by Fry, J., dated Jan 19, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
Clarke and Co, Lincoln’s ian fields, solicitors for the petitioners 

Merssxy Woop Worxine Company, Limitep.—Petition for winding up, nted Jan 
26, directed to be heard before Kay, J.,on Feb 9. Rutter, solicitor for the petitioners 

Noverry Tuzatee Company (1882) Limrrep.—By an order made y ype J., dated 
Jan 23, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Beall and Co, Queen Victoria 
st, solicitors for the petitioner 


County Patatine or LANoAsTER. 
Unimo«itep iv CHAancEny. 
Frrst New Cross Permangn? Benzrit Bui.pine Soorry.—By an order made by the 
Vice-Chancellor, dated Jan 15, it was ordered that the society be wound up. 
waite, Manchester, solicitor for the petitioners 


FRrenpiy Socretizs Disso.vep. 
CrzoraTna Farzwpiy Socrsry, All Sainte’ Schoolroom, Gt Nelson st, Liverpool. Jan 2 
Txwz Izon Society, Lemington Hotel, Lemington, sameness Oo = * 1 
}, JAD, Ww, 


(Gazette, Jan. 26.) 


[ Gazette, Jan. 90.) 








RECENT SALES, 


At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Com 
held on the 1st inst., at their sale-rooms, Crown-court, Old Broad-street, E.C., 
the following were among the prices obtained :—Southwark and 
way Company, £8 15s. ; Jablochkoff Electric Light and Power Company, 
shares, £2 10s, paid, 8e,; Animal Charcoal Company £10 shares, £6 
£4 10s.; Brazilian Gold Miues, 15%. ; National Standard Land 
and Investment Company £10 shares, £2 paid, 30. ; Royal 
Summer andj Winter Garden Society Life Nominations, £4; ; 
Electric Light and Power Company a5 shares, £1 10s. paid, 26. ; New Oalleo, 
86. 6d. ; Sanback and Catir Alan Mines, 17s.; Taurus Silver 


y’s (Limited) sale, 


Ee 


i 





Akankoos, fall , 146. ; United Horse Nail, 11s. 6d, ; and other mises! 
seous susnstiies tetahedl Sale pelecs. 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT © OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCB ON 
Date. St ¥. 0. Bacom. ‘mar. 


5 Mr. King Mr. Ward 
IV sc ceccveseccccce 6 Merivale Pem 
Wednesday secorccecsceee i Ki Ward 
9 
0 


Mr. Justice 


Monday, Feb. ereccecece 


Pemberton 
Ward 
Pemberton Cobby 


a 1 Pas ag Mr. Lamon 
Monday, Feb. ..sscccece Mr, Carrington Mr. Teesdale Mr, Loe 
Tuesda Lavie F 


5 
VY cecccece ereeces 6 Clo wes 
Wednesday..sccccsseseee 7 Koe 
0 





Clowes 
Koe 
Farrer Clowes 


IY secccecscccece 
Friday.cccsccccecesccece 


Veo seeeecseeesere l 











SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Feb. 7.—Mesers. Epwin Fox & Reema, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Reversions 
Boye advertisement, January 27, p. 206). 
8.—Messrs. C. U. & IT. Moorz, a the Mart, at ] for 2 p.m., Freehold, Copy- 
hold, aed Leasehold Ketates (see advertisement, this week, p. 226). 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Farpay, Jan. 26, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptoy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must Segond their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
'o Surrender in London. 
Green, Spencer, Parliament “< Builder. Pet Jan 24. Brougham. Feb 6 at 12 
sory Frederick, Caledonian rd, King’s Cross, Builder. PetJan 25. Hazlitt. Feb14 


To Surrender in the Country. 
ys re Matthew, Weston, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet Jan 22. Gaches, Peterborough, 


cayson, ee Weingherena, Northampton, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 20. Faulkner. 
Moen neent’ Feb 13 at 12 

Gone Ay Robert, Bournemouth, Hants, Painter. Pet Jan 23. Dickinson, Poole, Feb7 
4 Fiten. 3 Towyn, Merioneth, Wesleyan Minister, Pet Jan 18, Davies. Aberyst- 
wil e 

Hughe’s William, Liscard, Chester, Butcher. Pet Jan 23. Williams, Birkenhead, Feb 


Bad, Geo By a Balle, Newcastle upon Tyne, Agent, Pet Jan 24. Ingledew, New- 
e, 
’ ae Swansea, Grocer. Pet Jan 22. Jones. Swansea, Feb 10 at 


Villiams, Hugh, Southport, Lancaster, Gas Engine Manufacturer. Pet Jan 22. 
Cooper. Liverpool, Feb 8 at 12 
TvuEspAY, Jan. 30, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proof of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
pemphreys, 1 David, Australian avenue, Mantle Manufacturer. Pet Jan 18, Brougham. 
Feb 13 at 
* George Henry, Cambridge Heath-road, Baker. Pet Nov 28, Murray. Feb 14 at 


Marsh, » Wellesley rd, Kentish Town, Builder. Pet Jan 27, Hazlitt. Febl4at 


3 
ain, Willem, Devonshire rd, Holloway, Commission Agent. Pet Jan 26, Pepys, Feb 
a 
» Daniel, Pitvill House, Lea Bridge rd. Pet Jan 26. eu Feb 14 at 12.30 
» John Unwin, Totley, Derby, Accountant. Pet Jan 26. Murray. Feb 14 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Helis, Amelia, Glenfield terrace, Wandsworth. Pet Jan 23, Willoughby, Wands- 
worth, Feb 16 at 11 
Za apeeteyenteh, Loughborough, Leicester, Labourer. Pet Jan 26. Moore. 
Laleester.“? Feb 13 at 
~ et ae Great a Grocer. Pet Jan27. Worlledge. Great Yarmouth, Feb 


Wats, Barnstaple, Devon, Butcher. Pet Jan 20. Bosson. Barnstaple, Feb 


at 12 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Jan, 26, 1883. 
Teather, John St Patrick, Brighton, Gent. Jan 10 
TvuEsDAY, Jan. 30, 1883. 


a es es, Waleot Brewery, Bath. Jun 
Charl omas, Penywerne rd, South Kensington, Jan 25 
Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 


Frrpay, Jan. 26, 1883, 
. Feb 9 at 11 at offices of 


Amatt, James Richard, Salford, Lanoaster, 
one, Kennedy st, Manches' 
‘isi ~~ TO; don, Potato oo Feb 13 at 10.30 at King’s Arms Hotel, 
t, royon, Arnold, Townhall chbrs, Southwark 
illiam, qrniy, York, Auctioneer, Feb 8 at 11 at offices of Frank- 
=— mao oh xe a 
ae Sone Grocer. Feb 8 at 3 at Scarborough Hotel, Dews- 
arn, Wiliam Mo id” Leadenhall st, Shipping Agent, Feb 2 at 10,30 at 38, 
8 P 
Rhyl, Flint, Merchant. Feb 13 at 3 at offices of Cooper and Co, George st, 
ouse. Hollams and Co, Mincing lane 
John, Robert Lewis Cook, and A! Thomas Cook, eye Hosiery iene. 
rs. Feb 12 at 12 at offices of Fowler and Co, Grey Friars chbrs, Friar 


y, Ann, Richard Blakesley, _ Rghineen Blakesley, Lower Thames eet 
Feb 12 at 12 at 145, Tower, Lower 
Lockey, N is, Builder, Feb 9 at 3 at offices of Newlands, 





nr Accrington, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. Feb 9 at 
oh imhe I Oath dred quien’ Manchester. Ballard and Sandeman, Acering- 


Boot, Cha DOUG Gases, too ar es Feb 9 at 3 at offices of Alsop 
and 

Box, Ed Batl Curer, Feb 9 at 3.30 at Queen Hotel, st, 
Diedford. Wi wy fend Wooler, Baloy man 


Branch, F , Darham, Feb 6 at 3 at offices of Ridley, Westgate 
New 
nickingln Willem, aod Frank Marte, Croydon, Builders, Feb 13 at 12 at offices of 


8 Coleman 
Busbley, aoe Walenil, Btattord, Grover. Feb 7 at 12 at offices of East and Smith, 
Old 


4 sham 

ata mad, West Auckland, Durham, Innkeeper. Feb 9at 3. offices of Maw, 
Bi uckland 

artis, James, Liverpool, ont of business. Feb 9 at 3 at offices of Fretson, Dale st, 


Cane Tieslaa, Laverpoed, Shraaitebntai Feb 7 at 3 at offices of Johnson, St Anne’s 


cia, Arthur, Kingston upon Hull, out of business. Feb 6 at 3,30 at offices of 

Cooksh: dsinson, Bishop lang, Kg nd Zimand Honry Cockshott, York, Bottled 
omas Sugden, and Edm 

Boer Merchants. ne 7 co's ah oltion of Tlaswon: Oelinns' Oe . Foster and 


, Bath, Tailor, Feb6 at 11,30 at Masons Hall Tavern, Masons 


st. Bartrum and Bartlett, Bath 
do ector, Gloucester, Corn Factor. Feb 8 at 12 at office of Jackson, 
oucester 
he eetinghann, Balter. Feb 7 at 11 at office of Acton and Marriott, Vic- 


. = rd, Holloway, Indian Mentaent. Feb 3 at 2 at office of 
ley, Guildhall chbrs, Basinghall st. Lane, Gresham 

Davis, John Barnett, Birmingham, Jeweller. Feb6 at 6 *. ‘office of Jaques, Temple 
row, Birmingham 

Dent, High Coniscliffe, Durham, Innkeeper. Feb 7 at 11 at office of Barran, 
High row, Darlin; 

Diamond, James, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Cabinet Maker. Feb 14at 12 at office of 
Morgan and Co. Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Drew, Richard, Red Lion yard, Holborn, Builder. Feb 9 at 12 at Castle Tavern, 
Port st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Dunn, ohn, Stockton on, Tees, Durham, Wood Carver, Feb 9 at 10.30 at office of 
Trotter and Lang'ey, at, st, Stockton on Tees 

Ellerker, Thomas, East Side, nr Pickering, York, Farmer. Feb 8at3 at White Swan 
Hotel, ena a tewart, Darlingtou 

mS William Go "Golding, Quon Bayswater, Wine Merchant. Feb 15 at3 at office of 


yosinoe. Me Woodstock rd, Bedford Park, Chiswick, Builder. Feb 9 at 2 at Law 
Society, Chance: sore Woodbridge, High st, Brentford 
Foreman, Thomas Hastings, Farmer. Feb 3 at 1 at Greens Hotel, Haveloc« rd, 
Hastings. ppt yaw ker port and Co, Hastings 
Fowler, Evan, an Edmundson, Blackburn, Lancaster. Feb8at3 at 15, 
Blakey at Blackburn. Marriott, Blackburn 
Bem, Carnarvon. Licensed Victualler. Feb 6 at 12.30 at office of 


et High Shirland Mews, Shirland rd, Feddingin, Cab Proprietor. Feb 12 
at 3 at — of hin and Co, Gt Marlborough st 

Cumberland ter, Ealing, Builder. Feb 12 at 2 at office of Pedley 
and Sartlote Ber Bush lane Cannon st 
George, Thomas, Crowle, Worcester, Farmer. Feb 13 at 11 at office of Tree, High st, 
Worcester 
Gorton, eet ere Lancaster, Painter. Feb 8 at 11 at office of Banks, York st, 


Gould, Geo Hoyland Nether, near Barnsley, York, Beer 8 ee Feb 7 at 1 at the 
m.... . an Loerwengg: Hotel, Barnsley. Nicholson and to, W 
h Hol born, Commission Agent, ren ip at3 at offices of Gold- 
aa a oo or Boge 
caster, Greengrocer. Feb 5 at 12 at the offices of 
Simonds, Resell ot, aay jane and Robinson, Keighley 
Halle, Emil, ee ‘2 Manufacturer. Feb 5 at 2 at Mullen’s Hotel, Ironmonger 
lane. Seymour, Copt gs 
Harnett, Ellen, Gravesend, Kent, Corn Merchart. Feb 12 at 11 at New Faleon Hotel, 
West st, Gravesend. Tolhurst, Gravesend 
Harrison, *John Henry, Canterbury villas, hang sd Isleworth, Brick Maker. Feb 8 
at 3 at ¢ offices of Saunders and Co, Coleman st, 
Haw, James, Scotton, near Knaresborough, York, Ion Innkeeper. Feb 8 at 11 at offices of 
Kirby, Knaresborough 
Met. James a Sinclair rd, West Kensington, of no occupation, Feb l4at3 
at offices of Vernede, New Broad st 
Hayes, George, Wigan, Lancaster, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Feb 12 at 11 at offices of 


ice, Mey, Wi 
Henley, om. poening Retail Brewer. Feb 5 at 11 at offices of East and Smith, 
Old si 
Hoey! tkary, Tabac, Glamorgan, Grocer. Feb 8 at 3 at offices of Tennant and Jones, 


Hook, G Gane » Spennymoor, Durham, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Feb 8 at 11 at 
offices of yusins, Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds 

Holt, Rn & Ann, Manchester, Umbrella Salen’ Feb 9 at 3 at offices of Knowles, King 
st, M: anchester 


Horw: “ty George a Monmouth, Brewer. Feb 10 at 11.30 at offices of 


Williams and ewport 
—s Stephen John, Derby, Engineer. Feb 13 at 3 at offices of Mole and Stone, 
r 
aig W liam, Warrington, Lancaster, Tailor, Feb 9 at 3 at offices of Davies, Market 
1, Warrington 
James, Frederick William, Liverpool, Clothier, Feb 8 at 3 at offices of Fretson, Dale 


Newent, Gloucester, Builder. Feb 6 at 3 at Bell Hotel, Gloucester, in 

hey ee Ang Regis, Dorset, Hotel Keeper. Feb 9 at 2 at Bell 
saan Domini Shar, Contractor. Feb 3 at 12 at offices of Lewis, 
Keen, William, Whastom ¢ Chester, Grocer. Feb 13 at 2 at offices of Cooke, Temple 
Kida Williaa: Eivarcool, Cabinet Maker. Feb 9 at 3 at office of Madden, Lord at 
Kino, A ne os Tailor. Feb 12 at 3at Cannon st Hotel. Terrell and 
Kiseh, Samuel Ta Liverpool, Surgeon. Feb 12 at 2 at office of Morrisand Jones, Dale st, 
Knowiee 8 Samuel Thomas, Liverpool, Pawnbroker. Feb 6 at 2 at office of Carr and Co, 
Land, Gecige, Finningbas, Suffolk, Farmer, Feb 16 at 11 at King’s Head Hotel, Stow- 
Law, re Cleckheaton, York, General Dealer. Feb 8 at 11 at office of Clough, 
Railway st, Cleckheaton 


Lawrence, — Simes, nes, Leytonstone Essex, Accountant, Feb 5 at 3 at Beaumont 
Arms, Le Lewis, S 





tratford 
Lawrence, ‘ames, Morden, Surrey. FebSat dat White Hart Hotel, Lower Merton. 
Chineryland Co, Fenchurch st 
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Lee, Samuel, Nottingham, Ironmonger. Feb 8 at 11 at office of Stevenson, Weekday 
Lewin, Hen, iverpool, Builder, Feb 13 at 2 at 11, South John st, Liverpool. Fowler, 
Paratthew Wigan, Lancaster, Tripe Dealer. Feb 5 at 3 at Market Hotel, Mesnes 


st, Wis . Parkinson 
Albert James, Souhengten, Exmber Feb 8 at 3 at office of 
ampto 


Speechly and Co, New inn, Strand. Lamport, 


arshall, , Aylesbury, Buckingham, Stonemason. Feb 17 at 2 at office of 
Reader, Aylesbu 
gS ry Builder. Febi14at3 at Old Ship Hotel, King’s road, 
Brighton. Harker, Brighto 
Matthews, Edward ane Eacene Smithfield Market, Meat Salesr.an. Feb 8 at 3 at office of 
Stokes, Chancery 


David, Hay, --_ asl Cheese Merchant. Feb ” at 3.30 at office of Cheese, 
tong 
George, Hafod, Glamorgan, Grocer. Feb 9at 2 at office of Williams, Penuel 
Morgan, Samuel, jun, New Town, Welsh Lienqeey Maker. Feb 22 at 3 at Guildhall 
st. 


organ, 
sq, Pontypridd 
har hat Gresham Nash and Field, Queen st 
unford, Samuel, Barnet, Hertford, Dairyman. Feb 7 at 2 at office of Whitfield, New 
St 
Owen, David, and Frederick Owen, Seacombe, Chester, Candle age Feb7 
nhiadins Roose and Co, North John st, Liverpool. Evans, Liverpool 
mer, Emma, and Kate Palmer, Leicester, Dyers. Feb 5 at 11 at office of Buckby, 
"ae gate, Leicester 
Reu enter ba out of business. Feb 7 at 2 at office of Gldershaw, High 
st, Blackheath, Row 


— Samuel, ood Ironmonger. Feb7 at lat Grand Hotel, Bristol. Burch, 
Picken, en Madeley, Salop, Grocer. Feb 10 at 11 at officeof Leake, High st, 


Shifna’ 

Rivimon, jamin, a Derby, Surgeon. Feb 6 at 3 at office of Cutts, Mar- 
ket hall’ ane Chesterfiel 

Robsor, Matthew, Gateshead, Durham, Draper. Feb 6 at 2 at office of Joel and Co, 
Newgate et, st, Newcastle upon 

a dee Co, Harringto aeremang Ginn wey Tripe Dresser Feb 9 at 3at office of Pemberton 
an 


nm st, 
Scott, William, and George Sale, Junction rd, Builders. Feb 7 at 2 at Cannon st 
Hotel, Cannon st Dalton and Jessett, Clement’s house, Clement’s lane, Lombard st 
Sharman, William, Oxford, Grocer. Feb 14 at 12 at office of Dudley, Cornmarket st, 


Siddons, William Torton, West Bromwich, Stafford, out of business. Feb 7 at 11 at 
office of Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury 

Sidebotham, William, Wednesfield, Stafford, Steel Tray Manufacturer. Feb 6 at 3 at 
office of Tildesley, Walsall st, Willenha’ 


Beg tm bap Duke rd, Chiswick, Builder, Feb 6 at 3 at office of Herington, 8S out 
ra 
Smith, J Bales Wharf, Millwall, Engineer. Feb 9 at 3 at office of Bryant, Phil- 


pot 
Sperring, — George, Chislehurst, Kent, Builder. Feb 5 at 2 at office of Rae, 


Stather Liverpool rd, Timber Merchant. Feb 12 at 2 at John st, Bedford 
row. "Lambert and Co 
Susman, ee Basinghall st, Leather Merchant. Feb 16 at 3 at office of Montagu, 


Bucklersbu: 
Sutherland, William, Trinity rd, East End Finchley, Commission Agent. Feb 3 at1l 
at office of Wells. Southampton bidgs, Chancery lane 
Swain, Richard Henry, Keal, Lincoln, Farmer. Feb 10 at 3 at Peacock and 
al Hotel, Market pl, Boston. Sills, Boston 
Tassie, William Howie, and Robert Stewart Agnew, Manchester, Merchants. Feb 6 at 
3 at office of Grundy and Co, Booth st. Manchester 
Teale, witen. J a uiseley, York, Spinner. Feb 8 at 3 at office of Tenant and Barret, 
vid, Swansea, Glamorgan, Iron orig ole Feb 6 at 2 at office of Harvey, 
Fisher st, Swansea. Stricks and Bellingham, Sw 
ery my Cardiff, Glamorgan, Builder. Feb 9 at i 12 8 at Duke st, Cardiff. Morgan 
Pty Thomas, jun, Nottingham, Smallware Dealer. Feb 9 at 3 at office of Travell 
and Woodward, Victoria et, Nottingham 
Varey, Francis, jun, Darlington, Tobacconist. Feb 7 at 3 at office of Barron, High row, 
by Pat, Westbourne rd, Barnsbury, Milliner. Feb 12at 10 at 1, Southampton st, 
ury. 
Wakefield, Benjamin, Handsw: Staff Hardware Merchant. Feb 9 at 12 at office 
of Reece and Co, New st, Birmingham -_ 
— William Henry, Wimb ledon, Generel Draper. Feb 13 at 3 at office of Harrison 
Mele reat, Potterhanworth, Lincoln, Yeoman. Feb 9 at 11 at office of Tweed and Co, 
right. Cottesmore, Rutland, Farmer. Feb10 at 12 at office of Atter, Barn 
hill, Geamdord s : 
Trrspar, Jan. 30, 


, 1883. 
on George, Sta: eaten. Gloucester, Builder. Feb 12 at2 at office of Sibly and 


Exchange 
ewe Whitby, York, Grocer. Feb 14 at 3 at office of Dotchon, Baxtergate, 
7, Bomernet, “4 Coal Merchant. Feb 7 at 12 at Angel Hotel, Westgate 
in., We 
illiam, Sandown, 1.W., Butcher, Feb 10 at 3 at Warburton’s Hotel, 
Quay st, ‘ne Wooldridge, Sandown 
Barton, , Curtain rd, Shoreditch, Packing Case Maker. Feb 12 at 2 at office of 
Jennings, Leadenhall st 
1s » Thomas, Ath Atlantic rd, Brixton, Butcher. Feb9 at 3 at office of Proudfoot, 
OS ge Whitecross st, St Luke’s, Cheesemonger. Feb 13 at 12 at office of Young, 
Poona peo te Clewer, Berks, Plumber. Feb15 at 3 at office of Long and Co, 
Boocock, John, Huddersfield, Innkeeper. Feb 7 at 11 at office of Ainley, New st, Hud- 
Rent, mes William Cambridge, Ironmonger. Feb 14 at 3 at office of Turner, St 


Bracken , Alexander Allen, New Brighton, Chester, Baker. Feb 12 at 11 at office 
of Exty, Lord st, Liverpool 
Bradley, pg Dudley, Worcester, out of business. Feb 13 at 11 at office of Tinsley, 
"unk i, Shot Sheffield, Musical Instrument Dealer. Feb 9 at 3 at office of Binney, 
Brown, William Vel ° 
: ~ Manchester, elveteen Manufacturer, Feb 13 at 3 at office of 
Bac = a, Coepien, Builder, Feb 13 at 12.30 at office of Barnard, King’s 


Fame. 5 Wakefield, Shopkeeper, Feb 12 at 11 at office of Lake and Lake, 
Calne Waa: Brock 4 walk, Homerton, Grocer. Feb 21 at 1 at office of Palmer 


LaAbury, B 


» Dairyman. Feb 13 at 3 at office of Noton, Lombard st 
kham, Grocer. Feb 9 at 2 at Inns of Court Hotel, Hol. 
Cole, Henry, 


Swanage, Grocer. Feb 13 at 2 at Red Lion Hotel, Wareham, 
Marshfield and Hutchings, Wareham : 
oes William, Stafford, Tailor, Feb 13 at 3 at office of Jaques, Temple row, Birm. 
ing 

Davies, J hh, Pembroke, Wheel ht. Feb 14 at 12 at 2, Water st, Pembroke 

B qn broke Dock 9 wrig) 2, . Dock, 
Dean, Thomas, ton, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Feb 9 at 3 at office of 

Radcliffe, Clayton st, a Beekvern 
Deving; a Liv whdoeneed Victualler. Feb 12 at 3 at office of Fretson, Dale 
st, Live 
Dickins, William, Dudley, Worcester, Clerk. Feb 10 at 10 at office of Ward, Wolver. 


hampton st, Dudley 
Ellerker, Thomas, Eastsid oe Rood Pickering, Farmer. Feb 10 at 3 at White Swan Hotel, 


Cole, William, Esher, Surre; 
Collett, Henry, Queen’s rd, 


Evan Wil - Onere | Bay, Denbi h, Coal Merchant, Feb 16atlat7, High 
vans olwyn Bay, mbig' erc! . Fe 
Bangor. Bellis, Llandudno * ie 


Ewens, Charles Henry, Axminster, Devon, Butter Factor. Feb 12 at 2 at Greyhound 
Hotel, Bridport. Fryer 
Fawley, Charles, Sheffield, Nail Maker. Feb 16 at 3 at office of Younge and Co, Kast 


Fillans, Maitland Hall, Clock House Farm, Essex, Farmer. Feb 6 at 12 at Masons’ 
Hall Tavern, Basingball st. Ym Finsbury sq bldgs, Chiswell st 

Foden, Edwin, Stoneycroft, nr Liverpool, Butcher. ‘eb 12 at 3 at offices of Jones and 
Kitchingman, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Foxlow, Anthony Samuel, bp uay, on, out of business. Feb 13 at 12 at the Union 
Hotel, Perens A Ruy Jarman, Paignton 

Garbutt, George aaon, nr Brighton, pene, Builder. Feb 12 at 12 at offices 
of Stuckey gid Co, Bo North st, Brighton 

Gilmour, John, Gavin Anderson, James Wood, and Allan Gilmour, Maryport, Cumber. 
land, Iron Makers. Feb 15 at 1 at the County Hotel, Carlisle. Tyson and Hobson, 


Maryport 
Goldring, Thomas Henry, Worcester, Glove Mennfastanee. Feb 13 at 3 at offices of 
Allen and Beauchamp, Sansome pl, Worceste: 
Greaves, George Edward, Live , Metal rye Feb 14 at 3 at offices of Jackson, 
Dale st, Liverpool. Carr a omkies, Liverpool 
Hall, George Jolley, Sandbach, Chester, out of business, Feb 12 at 2 at offices of 
Bygott, Hope st, Sandbach 
Hall, John, and William Hall, Ipswich, Suffolk, Drapers. Feb 14 at 2 at 145, Cheap. 
side. Brighten, Bishopsgate st Without 
Hanson, George Frederick, Mirfield, York, Commercial Traveller. Feb 12 at 3 at offices 
of Ramsden and Co, Westgate, Hudderefield 
Harper, Charles Grainger, Dudley, Worcester, Cabinet Maker. Feb 8 at 3 at offices of 
Ward, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 
Harrison, Edward, Peterborough, Lege no ony Grocer. Feb 12 at 12 at the White 
Lion Hotel, Church st, Peterborough. Gaches, Peterborou mgh 
Harvey, Thomas James, Maldon, Essex, Coach Builder, Feb 10 at 11 at offices of 
Peacock and Goddard, South “4, Gray’sinn. Bird, Maldon 
Havelock, Edward Whorlton, ~ ecete York, Beer Dealer. Feb 8 at 3 a 
offices of Vachell, Middlesborough 
Hester Henry, and Peter de Winter, Garvan rd, Fulham, Builders, Feb 22 at 2 at 
offices of reenfield and Abbott, Queen Victoria st 
Hilton, Thomas, Kendal, Westmorland, Hotel Reis. Feb 16 at 10,30 at offices of 
Watson, Stramongate, Kendal 
Hinton, William Thomas, Hegre Land, oe  Sengmaayen Feb 12 at 3 at offices 


of Allen and Beaucham ansome pi, Worces 
Hollings, James, Cargo F eet, or Mid “aber ny "York, Miller. Feb 12 at 11 at offices 


of Spry, Zetland rd, Middlesborongh 
Holloway, Edward, Freshwater, Isle of Wight, Farmer. Feb 17 at 12 at 35, Lugby st, 
Newport. Pittis, Newport 
Holmes, William, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Ale and Porter Dealer. Feb 12 at 3.30 at 
offices of Stratton, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Feb 16 at 12 a 


Honess, William Thomas, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Coal Agent. 
offices of Morgan and Co, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Hope, Clark, Workington, Cumberland, Tobacconist, Feb 16 at 1 at offices of Paisley, 

Bridge st, Workin 


gton 
Hopwood, James, and Arthur Orrah, Huddersfield, Woollen Cord Manufacturers. Feb 
12 at 3 at offices of Milnes and Swift, New st, Huddersfield 


aa Joseph Bawden, Derby, Baker. Feb 15 at 3 at office of Mole and Stone, Full st, 
lerby 
Horsman, Simon, Lancelot Bellerby, and James Alfred Marsden, Bradford, Provision 
ae ft 9 Le. at Treve yan Hotel, Corporation st, Manchester. Beverley 
and Freeman, 
Hoskins, Thomas, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer. Feb 9 at 2 at office of Miller, St Stephens 
chbrs, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Howard, William, St Helen’ 8, Grocer. Feb 16 at 2 at office of Leech, Church bldgs, 
rehemape pel, Liverpoo 
Bee» — sTarberth, Pembroke, Chemist, Feb 10 at 11 at office of Lascelles, 
a4 Arthur Vaughan, Newgate st,Carpet Warehuuseman. Feb 14 at 12 at office 
of Smith and Oo, Bread st 
— 2 Rebekah, Farnham. Feb 13 at 3 at Bush Hotel, Farnham. Corbil, 
Basinghall st 
Jones, Robert, Liverpool, Grocer. Feb 12 at 3 at office of Roose and Co, North Johns 
Liverpool, Lupton, Liverpool 
Kember, William Her Herbert, Manchester, Watchmaker, Feb 19at 2 at office of Rylance, 
Essex st, Manchester 
Kenny, James, North Shields, out of business. Feb 14 at 1! at office of Keenlyside and 
Co, 8t John’s chbrs, Grainger st West, Newcastle — 
Knifton, John, Horninglow, nr Burton on Trent, Hair reese. Feb 9 at 11 at office of 
Wilson, Station st, Burton on ‘ t 
Knight, Daniel, Pemberton, Lancaster, Grocer. Feb 13 at 11 at office of Barlow, King 
ak, Witiem, Derby, Nottingham, no coospetion, Feb 16 at 3 at office of Fraser, 8t 
roo 6 chbrs, Bridlesmith gate, Notti ingham 
John, Manchester, vans Manufacturer, Feb 14at 3 at Mitre Hotel, Cathedral 
= 7, Manchester Leigh. 
Macey, Henry Joseph, Broad Hinton, Wilts, Farmer, Feb 9 at 11.30 at Goddard Arms 
r Hotel Suisden. Bradford and Foote, Swindon 
Major, Robert, Brid _ » York, Draper. Feb 9 at 1 at Black Lion Hotel, Bridling- 
Marae yh mg 
sates Shale ae ‘Ashford, nt, Coach Builder, Feb 13 et 11.90 st Cannon ot Seth 
Fraser, Ashford 
, Richard Haleman Davis, and Thomas Marlow, Fenchurch st. Feb 1d 
at 2 at Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn, Thomson dhd Ward, Bedford row 
vires ‘rms 3a, Ooi Croydon, Surrey, Builder, Feb 13 at 12.30 at office of Barnard, King’s 
leman at 


Martin dah aber, Hednesford, Stafford, Plumber, Feb 14 at 11 at office of Vaughan, Wal 
Ld 
MeD a Kingston- mayen Ball Poultry Salesman, Feb 9 at 11 at office 0 
D 
McRae’ eae, Hawn, Wanda ag Mitcham Common. Feb 19 at 2 at office of Sawyer 
klater and Uo, Walbroo 
Mears Jane Witten Basr, Book tok Fob 10 nt 10 at office of Southoott, Post Offiee 


¥ 
Menem, John J toad, Spirit Merchant, Feb10 rT 
office of Moss, W: ep, alien, oth Old Broad’ et vf 





Carter, James, Licensed Victualler. Feb 9 at 2 at office of Blackh: 
Exchange oe, Birman, irmingham be 
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Meredith, John, Blaenau, Merioneth, Confectioner. Feb 13 at 12 at Llandudno Junc- 


Hotel. Jones, Blaenau 
‘ons, ial i Clent, Worcester, Haulier, Feb 9 at 11 at Union chbrs, Stourbridge. 


Morris, Lianwonno, ) Samergen Builder. Feb 9 at 12 at office of Linton and 
Kenshole, Canon st, Aberd: 
Morton, Charles, New Sleaford, Lincoln, Brick Maker. Feb 9 Le Ber 1.30 at office of 
Watkin, Howard st, Rotherham. Rodgers and Jessopp, New Sleaf: 
Mould, Jehu, Chilmark, Wilts, Carrier, Feb 14 at 11 at Nelson Cotes Tavern, Salis- 
bury. Rutter, Shaftesbury 
aren James, ee Hartlepool, Builder. Feb 12 at 11 at office of Brunton, Church 


only miward, Dudley, Worcester, Grocer. Feb 10 at 11 at office of Tinsley, Priory 
Mi Ta aoe Al Sussex mews, Regent’s park, Coachman. Feb 20 at 3 at offices of Le 
mbard st 


Mivard. ffexthempton, Shoe Manufacturer. Feb12 at 12 at offices of Jeffery 
and Pend Havilan d, Northampton 
Porter, Alfred, Paragon pl, Brixton hill, Nurseryman. Feb 21 at 3 at offices of Brown, 
Westminster chbrs, Victoria st. Reader, Ely pl, Holborn 
Now: ol Kington, Hereford, Grocer. Feb 13 at 3 at offices of Cheese, 


Brid, 
pant 3 John, i, ong mom, Derby, Joiner. Feb 12 at 12 at offices of Parsons and Co, 
ler gate, 
namabotom, Wiliam, Bary, Lancaster, Hat Manufacturer. Feb 19 at 3 at offices of 
nion 
Read, George Beaumont, Norwich, Tailor. Feb 12 at 3 at offices of Sadd and Linay, 
Theatre st, Norwich 

Rhodes, Thomas William, Eckington, Der' py. Farm Manager. Feb 13 at 3 at offices of 
Smith and Co, Mee! house lane, Sheffield : 

Rutter, Thomas, jun., Blaydon, Durham, Grocer. Feb 8 at 2.30 at offices of Joliffe, 
Col st, ‘Newcastle upon Tyno 

Scobie, David, Dewsbury, Yor 


Wine Merchant. Feb 14 at 2.30 at offices of Ridgway 
and Ridgway, Union st, bi 


38 
Shaw, David, ee Herkans, SieBder, Feb 9 at 2 offices of J oeland Co, Newgate 
st, Newcastle on 
Shaw, William, Gateshead, Builder. Feb 9 at 3 at office of Joel and Co, Newgate st, 
Newcastle upon 
i, ae Bristol, Architectural Sculptor. Feb 9 at 2 at office of Ward, Albion 
chbrs, Bristo 
Shepherd, oll Nottingham, Commission Agent. Feb 10 at 3.30 at office of Bird, 
iddle pavement, Fottingham ! 
Slater, George, West Bromwich, Coal Dealer. Feb 13 at 11 at office of Jackson and 
Sharpe, High st, West Bromwich 
Smart, Simeon, Weston ~ cate Bootmaker. 
Finsbury circus. Dyer, B 
_ Ann, Sheffield, Ivory : Feb 7 at 3 et office of Unwin, Queen st, Shef- 


Feb 12 at 2 at office of Shepheard, 


Thomson, Henry Alexander, and ‘William Robert Thomson, Etruria, nr Stoke upon 
Trent, Common Brewers, Feb 10 at 2 at Midland Hotel, Derby. Tennant and Co, 


Hanley! 
iff, James Henry, Spennymoor, Grocer. Keb 12 at 3 at office of Newlands, King st, 
th Shields 
—, William, Pockley, York, Farmer. Feb 14at 2 at office of Harrison, Kirby 
loorside 


Unwin, John, Macclesfield, out cf business. Feb 14 at 4 at office of Barclay and Hen- 
stock, Exchan, chbrs, Macclesfield 

Vogel, John, Nichols st, Bethnal Green rd, Baker, 
bury pavement 

Wade, Thomas, Ludgate arcade, piano hill, Printer. 

man, Pancras lane, Queen Victoria 

Walker, James, Birmingham, Baker, sreb 9 at 12 at office of Goodrick and Co, Newhall 
st, Birmingham 

Wanstall, Thomas John, Orlestone, oat, Coal Merchant. Feb 13 at 3 at office of 
Hallettiand Co, Bank chambs., Ashford 

Weeks, William, "St George, Gloucester, Monumental Sculptor. Feb 12 at 2 at office of 
Hobbs, Clare st, Bristol 

White, William James, Gateshead, Durham, Builder, 
Co, Newgate st, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Feb 8 at 2 at office of Lucas, Fins- 
Feb 12 at 3 at office of Chap- 


Feb 12 at 2 at office of Joel and 


Whiting, Albert Lucas, Manchester, Slate and Tile Merchant. Feb 9 at 3 at office of 
a a ‘John Dalton st, Manchester 
les William, Manchester, Musical Instrument Seller. Feb 14 at 2 at 
canon of Siaen 08 Ss Gresham st 
a Edward, Newtown, Montgomery, Builder. Feb 9 at 12.30 at office of Woos- 


Bank, Ni 
wae Frederick, Porth, G 5 See See Feb 14 at 12 at office of 
Simons and Plews, Church st, M ert tyaal 
Wood, Edmund, Hig Builder. b 12 at 3 at Ashley’s Hotel, Covent Garden. 
Boxa'l and Boxall, ancery lane 
Woolliams, John, Charibury, Oxford, oon ol ee Feb 9 at 4 at White Hart Hotel, 
Charlbury. Kilby and Mace, Chipping N 





The Subscription to the Soutcrrons’ Jounnat is—Town, 26s. ; Country, 

288. ; with the Wrexty Reporter, 528. Payment in advance includes 

Double Numbers and igen Subscribers can have their Volumes 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 



















Publisher. 
CONTENTS. 

CURRENT TOPICS .-.-essccccesessseseve 207| In re The Ooregum Gold Miring 
THe INTERPRETATION OF Pusae | Company of India (Limited)...... 215 
SARUNEE. cecnagecennuscds soovsees In re Lemann’s Trusts - 215 

Tas Usvab Unpuntaxine 1s To Re Tindal Tindal, Carill-Worsley | v. 
ROAMAMIE 3 on0s.ecerenaune Sévecuaee eo 210 Tindal ....-.... adbccetwucd coe 215 

CORRESPONDENCE ...-esssecseseeeseee 211 | In re The Devon and Cornwall ‘Elec- 

THE REMUNERATION ORDER ..cccesece 212 tric and Power Company 
CssEs oF THE WEEK— (Limited) ..cc-cescccccccccececces 215 
eo The ee Mills Mining Com- 213 Stanley v. G Y -cccceree eo 215 
Sedpeine sevees sone ce ccocccee S13 Knell v. Walker .......--+- 215 
Jonnesons Vv. The Royal Courts of Re J. P. L. Jones, an Infant 215 
Justice Chambers Company ...+ee 213 | SOCIETIES ..-. — --2+ +00 216 
In re The Gold Hill Mines Company 213 | Law Stupswts’ Jovrwat 319 
Ex parte Hudeon ....ecee eocee 214] New Onpurs, &c. ....0-. 21 
Mansell v. Norton - 214| Lagat ApProiyTMENts 233 
Boddington y, Claria. 214 | COMPANTES § ...0.-00-00 23 
Trousdale v. Hayes 214 | Court PareRs ....c0-..200- - 2 


mp 


eareccee 215 


Mason V. Cattley.......... EO. ceccccccce 223 


In re Cowdell ... 


Lonpon GazxrrsEs, &c., 





Notices TO CORRESPONDENTS.—.All communications intended for publication 
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= Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected communi- 
cations, 


*,* The Publisher requests that carly application should be made by persona 
desirous of obtaining back numbers of the So.ictrors’ JouRNAL, as only @ small 
number of copies remain on hand, 











SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 
The a pronounce it “the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible pecans for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Bupper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children. 
Highly commended bs hg entire Medical Press. 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
Sh palates, keeps better in all climates, and is four times 
trength of eocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
db &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 
Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 


nishing Residences, 


to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenn Desi 
Cocoarma a La bing eer is the most delicate, 2, digestible, Bedding, from £7 10s. per 
eapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when THIRTY LARGE’ 
ticher chocolate is prohibi hited. 
In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 38., 58, 6d., &c., by Chemists 


and Grocers, 
Charities on 8 


H. SCHWEITER ‘ial Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 


& CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C, 





on reasonable terms 


ESTABLISHED 1825, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, | 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 208, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
Estimates and my, submitted free for entirely Fur- 

ambers, Offices, &c. | 
—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— | 





HEWETSON, THEXTON, & Peart, 
200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE 


¥ SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
| To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 


Judicial Bench, Corporation of London &c. 
| SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 


Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient | CORPORATION ROBES. UNIVERSITY & CLERGY SOAS. 
8, &c. Bete Permian, including Bedstead 


and | ESTABLISHED 1699, 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


GUN FIRE AND LIFE OFFICES, 


Threadneedile-street, B.C. ; i eee : i 
Oxford-street (corner 


SHOW ROOMS. 








AW.—Advertiser (24) seeks Engagement 

as Common Law and Assistant Chancery Clerk. 

tT tomed to attend Chambers, Salary as « annum, 
+ 94, Lynton-road, Upper Grange-road, 


AW.—A Solicitor, a age 3 27, having served 


can hear of speci: 





GOLIOrroRs and Others doing Life Assu- 
rance in connection with Loans, Settlements, &c., 
old Office b ~~ Ty B.C., ° out Hoop oy 

ce by a care 00 
: Gacneeaioant Mansion House, B.C oie 


FIRE. Established 1710, Ac and yp Yhsa- 


rances at 
LIFE. Established 1810. low rates for young 
settlement of claims. 


lives, Large bonuses. 3 
ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
Established 1836, 
FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD, 








on articles with a firm of London Solici- 
and having since served in the same ottice for three 
asa =f yee | Clerk, —— ban Be Pets i 
good standing in London.—. ress, 
me x, aes hd Mr. Richard Amer, Lincoln’s- -inn-gateway, one to more somvenians Os 
osha nat 


t, Chancery-lane, Ground Floor and 





UDOLF MOSSE’S FOREIGN ADVER- 
TISING OFFICES have REMOVED from Cheap- | 


Ces, 
TORIA STREET, Siecanceeh, HOUSE, London, 
ent, 


Heap Orrress :—LoNxDoxw aND ABERDEEN. 
Fire Premiums .0 0 we os 
Life Premiums . ee 


1a 
os 88,708,000 





16 and 18, QUEEN bey | 


Interest. ons 
Estimates for Borsige | | Accuwulated Funds . e 





AW.—Wanted, by a Solicitor (B.A. Oxon. zs coor Oust A 4 sent nae'e repost et a 18, | | VERSI INTE. 
admitted in Deovabe), a peed has been in Quon Victoria-treet (sole address) i xu gh + oS ee 





Conveyancing and a : 
crescent, Ni Notting a amceataad offices.—A., 103, Waterloo 
renee 





ws TED, by a Solicitor, Employment in 
rovincial Law Office, whore knowledge of County 


ee can be obtained, Would assist in any 


COMMERCIAL LAW. 


HE FRENCH CODE of COMMERCE, 
with Be nag wm ney Say a a Sg a of the em 


Sao Len aoe 


} 
| 


ls = Leone 
“guna oreo gee yay cag 
as 





88, EK, Py 





ser caetic® ce Moderate salary,—Addre 
Bransford Court, near Worcester om 


bef 
conay og French Judicial = By LEOPOLD . 
. GOIRA ‘D, Solicitor (avousd) in Paris, Licencie en droit. Q H, ObAYTON, 


8, CLAYTON } Joint 
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MR. JUSTICE STEPHEN'S NEW BOOKS. 





A HISTORY of the CRIMINAL LAW of ENGLAND. 


By Sir JAMES FITZJAMES STEPHEN, KO.S.1., D.O.L., a Judge of the High Court of Justice, Queen’s 


Bench Division, &c. 3 vols., 8vo, 48s. 


“This is the first time, we believe, though it is strange to have to say it, that the history of any great branch of 
English law, with the exception of purely Constitutional law, which belongs as much to historians as to Jawyers, has 
been thoroughly worked out; and the task has been a formidable one, for almost everything had to be done from the 
inni Mr. Justice Stephen has made it his business to track the true sources of the law throngh all the 


ng. . 


ginni 
vast and miscellaneous mass of superincumbent comment and tradition. > i 2 
of early cases, ill penned and worse printed, in a language made almost unintelligible by barbarisms and abbrevia- 
has wrestled mightily with a host of perplexed statutes, of which not many lawyers know so much as 
the existence. The results of all this labour, a labour which can only be called enormous, are presented in an 
orderly and natural arrangement, and with an almost punctilious absence of technicality, so that not only are they 
intelligible to any reader of fair capacity and industry, but misunderstanding is hardly possible.”"—The Times. 


tions. He 


A DIGEST of the LAW of 


in INDICTABLE OFFENCES. By Sir JAMES FITZJAMES STEPHEN, K.C.S.I., D.C.L., a Judge of the 
High Court of Justice, Queen’s Bench Division, and HERBERT STEPHE 


He has ransacked abridgments and reports 


SALES FOR THE YEAR 1883, 


MM ESses. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 


CLARK, & CO. beg to announce that the fo 


DAYS have been fixed for their SALES during the year, 
1883, to be held at the MART, Tokenhouse Yard, E.O, :— 


Thursday, Feb. 22 
Friday, Feb. 23 
Thursday, Mar. 8 
Thursday, Mar, 15 
Tuesday, April3 | Tuesday, July 3. 
Thursday, a. 19 | Thursday, July 12} Tuesday, Dec, 11 
Thursday, uly 17 


Tuesday, July 24 


Thursday, May 17 
Thursday, Aug. 9 
Tuesday, 


Tatsay nb 
une 
Thursday, June 28 








, Oct. 16 
Thursday, Nov, 22 
ay 3 | Tuesday, J 


Other appointments for Special Sales will be arranged, 
‘Nos, 5 and 6, Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C., and 18, Old 


Broad-street, E.C. 





CRIMINAL PROCEDURE 


IN, LL.M. 8vo, 12s. 6d. 
(In a few days. 





MACMILLAN & CO., BEDFORD STREET, LONDON, W.C. 








FIVE per CENT. MORTGAGE TRUST DEBENTURES. 


EW SOUTH WALES MORTGAGE 
LOAN and AGENCY COMPANY (Limited). 
Capital £1,000,000. Subscribed capital £401,470. 
=a iad ng ek ee i - 
ir Henry , K.C.B. . Ramsay L’Am; Sq. 
Lord George Campbell. FRSE. llr ig 
A. McArthur, Esq., M.P. 


James Cowan, Esq. 
John Henderson, Esq., J.P. | 
TRUSTEES for DEBENTURE HOLDERS. 
Lord Ashley. | Lord Colin Campbell, M.P. 

The Directors are prepared to receive LOANS on Mort- 
gage Trust Debentures, at 4, 43, and 5 per cent., according 
to period for which the Debentures are issued. ‘The Deben- 
tures will be issued either payable to bearer or inscribed 
and registered at the lender’s option. 

The Debentures are secured by— 

1, Mortgages specially assigned to the Trustees to 
secure the Debentures, and available for no other pur- 
pose. 

2. The total unpaid portion of the Company’s capital. 

3. The general assets of the Company. 

The Company will also receive money on deposit. 

The form of the security offered renders the Debentures 
available for the investment of trust funds. 

Detai Debenture prospectus, forms of application, 

and all particulars can be obtained from 
W. 8. OGLE, Secretary. 
No. 90, Cannon-street, London, E.C. 
aac to be crossed Royal Bank of Scot- 





SCOPTISH EQUITABLE LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY 
ESTABLISHED 1831. 
Hazap Orricz:—26, St. AnprEw Squarz, Epinsuraa. 
Manaczr—T. B, SPRAGUE, M.A. 
Accumulated Fund ... £2,500,000. 


The Society transacts every description of Lirz In- 
SURANCE BUSINESS, 
INSURANCES AGAINST 18sUB are effected at moderate 


rates of premium, 
LOANS ON REVERSIONS. 

The attention of Solicitors and others desiring to raise 
money on Reversions is directed to this Society’s improved 
method of making advances on this class of security, the 
leading feature of which is, that absolute power of re- 
demption on fixed terms, whether the life tenant be alive 
or dead, is reserved to the reversioner for five years or 
for such other term as may be agreed. In the case of 
absolute reversions the redemption money is simply the 
accumulated amount of the advance at five per cent. 
compound interest. 

Full particulars may be obtained on application to the 
Society’s 
Lonpon Orrice—69, KING WILLIAM STREET, E.C. 

A. MACKAY, Resident Secretary. 


Solicitors—Messrs. Burton, Yzatzs, Hart, & Burtoy, 
37, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 








Ca UNION ASSURANCE 
COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, MARINE, 
a LUD seccss-ccceccscccssscesens 200,000 
e Funds in Special Trust for Life Folicy- 
holders exceed..........- sccccescceesee 733,000 
Total Annual Premium Incomeexceeds .. 1,050,000 
Cuz? Orricss: 19 arp 20, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C 
Wrst Exp Orriczs: 8, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W 










XON and BERKS BANK, OXFORD, 
EstaBLisHED 1854, 

Makes CASH ADVANCES to Barristers, Solicitors 
England 


lane, London, W.C. 


wards of £1,700,000 sterling. ‘ 
Chairman—Jamzs Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 
Middle Temple. 
Deputy-Chairman—O, Prmszrrton, Esq. (Lee & Pember- 
tons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Every description of Fire and Life Insurance business 
transac 


a slightly increased rate of Premium. 
of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 


Advances made on Mortgage of Life Interest and Rever- 
sions, whether absolute or contingent. 





w.c. 
My sesee. PUTTICK & SIMPSON beg tc 


Musical Collections, &c., intended for Sale by Auction. 
(gained only by long experience) and the extensive con- 


© solicitors and others that such property entrusted tc 
their care will be arranged for sale in the most advan- 


om manner, : 
aluations for Probate or Legacy Duty, or for Public 


or Private Sale. 
EsTaABLISHED (IN PrccaDILLy) 1794. 
Valuable Freehold, Copyhold, and Leasehold Estates. 
MY ESSRS. C. C, & LT. MOURE will SELL 
I by AUCTION, at the MART, on THURSDAY, 





PROPE 
LIMEHOUSE.—A substantial ten-roomed Freehold | ! 


built corner Copyhold House and Shop, No. 87, Narrow- 
Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs. Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, 9, 
Bow-churchyard, E.0. 


road, Old Ford-road, let at £59 16s., term 80 years, ground 


Beale-road, let at £46 16s., term 80 years, ground rent £4 
each.—Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs, Thomson, Son, & 
Brooks, 62, Cornhill, E.C, ‘ 

FORES! LANE.—Three seven-roomed Houses, with 
forecourts and gardens, 50, 52, and 54, Albert-square, 
Forest-lane, let at £70 4s. Term 91 years. Ground rent 
£14.—Vendor’s ,Solicitors, Messrs. Merriman, Pike, & 


erriman, 25, A » B.C. 

ST. GEORGE’S EAST.—A Dwelling House, with work- 
shop, 24, Station-place, Dean-street. Let at £39. Term 
61 years. Ground rent £7.—Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs, 
Bolton & Co., 3, ‘'emple-gardens, EC, 

LEYTONSTUNE,—A pair of eight-roomed Freehold 
Villas, with gardens and forecourts (one having stable 
and chaisehouse), known as Alfred-villas, Granville- 
Leytonstone, and four five-roomed Freehold Houses, with 
forecourts and gardens, 6, 7, 8, and 9, Denmark-street, 
in rear of Plough and Harrow. Let at £72 16s.—Vendor’s 
Solicitors, Messrs. Haynes & Clifton, 4, Tokenhouse-yard, 
E.C., and Romford, Essex. 

SOUTH HACKNEY and MILE-END,—An Eleven- 
roomed Residence, with good cellarage and walled-in 
garden in rear, 117, King Edward-road, Rental value 
£45. Well fitted, with suitable fixtures. Term about 60 
years. Ground rent £7 10s. A corner House and Shop 
and two Dwelling Houses, 1, 2, and 3, Bow-common-lane, 
near Burdett-road, let at £85 16s.; and three Dwelling 
Houses, 45, 47, and 49, Shandy-street, White Horse-lane. 
Let at £74 2s. Term 43 years. Ground rent £46.— 
Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs. Waller & Sons, 75, 
street, E.C. 

Particulars of the Vendors’ Solicitors, as above; at the 

Auctiongers’ Offices, 








Cler, Medical Men, residing in any part of 
end Wales, No banking account need be opened 


sows tateee 144, Mile-end-road, 


in hand, estimated rent 


Policies of Insurance granted against the contingency ikon} at per annum 
lease, ie ae 


let at... ee ee oe oe ee or 


announce that the above rooms are open daily for | Gloucester-street, Bloomsbury, let at rents 
the reception of all kinds of Literary and Art Property, | producing per annum ee oe o ee 156 0 


nection enjoyed by their firm will bea suflicient guarantee field, let at 
J 


field, let at ee ee ee ee 


field, letvat .. os ee ar) Pe « 5 0 


FEBRUARY 8, at ONE for TWO, the followin; 
RTY:— : © | of London, let on lease, expiring in 1888, at the 


House, 137, Narrow-streei ; and an old-fashioned timber- ob : 
expiring in 1884, at the low rent of per 


street. Fine certain, 10s.; quit rent 4d. per annum,— j| annum .., .. ss oe ne ne inte 
6 4 tg Lot 19.—Nos. 38 and 40, Curtain-road, Shore- 
ditch, let on lease at the very low rent of per 


OLD FORD.—Two Dwelling Houses, 60 and 62, Libra- | annum .. ee es he ee os oo 
4, let 08 280 : Lot 20.-Nos. 17 and 19, High-street, and’7, 


‘ent £5 each; and two Dwelling Houses, 12 and 1 Pioughlane 
Beale-road, | ‘ " a and Gardens at the rear, let at the inadequate 
rent of per ann 


N., leon lease at perannum .. 
Lot 
green, let at .. ae 


let at +. oe oe . os oe 


—__. 


In the High Court of Justice, Chancery Division: Arden 


v. Arden.—A further portion of the London Estate of 
the late Joseph Arden, Esq., comprising highly im. 
portant and valuable Freehold and Copyhold Prop. 
erties in the City of London, Bloomsbury, Holborn, 
Shoreditch, Homerton, Islington, Holloway, Bethnal 
Green, and other metropolitan parishes, producing a 
rental of about £2,259 per annum.—Sir J. Whit 
Ellis, of the firm 


f 
1 Bssks. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 


CLARK, & CO., will (with the approbation of 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- | Mr. Justice Kay, the Judge to whose Court. this acticn is 
: ; attached) SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Token. 
RANCE COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery- | 1, ouse.yard, on THURSDAY and FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 


The Funds in hand and Capital subscribed amount to up- | 21,5 valugble BROPERTIES enumerated in the following 


883, at TWO o’clock precisely, the important 


chedule, in 26 Lots :— 
First Day’s Sale.—Freeholds. 


Lot 1.—A moiety of and in6, Warwick-court, 
4 ee éo oe £120 0 0 


Lot 2,—A moiety of andin 7, Warwick-court, 


Whole World and Unconditional Life Policies granted at | jet on lease, at perannum.. .. « «+. 14 00 


Lot 3.—A moiety of and in 9, Warwick-court, a 
ee 0 


Lot 4.—A moiety of and in 10 and 11, War- 


wick-court, ag f licensed premises, known as 


Prospectus, Copies of the Accounts as deposited with | the Gray’s-inn Larder, let on lease, until 1886, 
the Board of Trade, and every information sent on appli- | @( peramnum ss .. « «+ «+ «+ 15710 0 
cation to Lot 5.—Nos. 18 and 19, Red Lion-square, let 
FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. jat.. .. .. «+ «8 «oF cf e 310 00 
AUCTION ROOMS Lot 6.—No. 56, Hatton-wall, let at per 
Specially for the Sale of Liter: ee, Music, and | ®unuM .- +» ws we ne we we 5 
Works of Art, 47, LEICESTER SQUARE, LONDON, Lot 7.—No. 9, Cross-street, Hatton-garden, oe 


Lots 8, 9, 10, and 11,—Nos. 12, 20, 22, and 39, 


Lot 12.—No. 42, Stanhope-street, Clare- 


Messrs. P. & S. feel assured that the necessary knowledge | market, letat.. +2 «+ ia Mame eT 


Lot 13.—No. 89, St. John-street, West Smith- @ os 


Lot 14.—No. 91, St. John-street, West Smith- os is 


Lot 15.—No. 93, St. John-street, West Smith- 


Second Day’s Sale.—Freeholds. 
Lot 16, No. 38, Wood-street, Cheapside, let 


on lease, expiring in 1890, at the low rent of.. 210 0 0 


Lot 17.—No. 69, Gresham-street, in the City 


ow rental of .. as ° 420 0 0 


Lot 18,—No. 17, Goswell-road, let on lease, 
157 10 0 


80 00 
Homerton, with Large mises 

86 00 
100 0 0 
27 00 
23 00 


UM ee oe oe ee ee 
Lot 21.—Nos. 259 and 261, Holloway-road, 
22.—No. 91, Sclater-street, Bethnal- 


Lot 23,.—No. 8, Red Lion-street, Wapping, 


Copyholds. 
Lots 24 and 25,—Premises, Upper-street, 
Islington (see below). 
Lot 26.—No. 19, Essex-road, Islington, let at ’ 
oetannem 66 ke ase 30 0 
——— 
£2,250 0 9 
Lots 24 and 26 comprise a valuable copyhold building 
site, occupying an important position in Upeaee 
Islington, almost op’ the parish c h, having 
area of about 7,500ft. super, eminently suitable for the 
erection of shops requiring warehouse or manufacturing 


space in rear, may be 
4 


Particulars, with plans and conditions of sal 

had of Messrs. Bolton, Robbins, & Busk, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C.; of Messrs. S. W. J c 
Son, Solicitors, 5, Gray’s-inn-square, W.C. ; at the Ma 
E.C.; and of Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, On 
and 6, Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C., 18, 
Broad-street, E.C. 


HANOERY LANE.—An Office and Ant 
wee room oa Taird Floor to Tet, with immediaio ey 
No, 24, Chancery-lane, 








ee ey me ke,  , 





